
CITY OF—“Renton0
REPORT TO THE HEARING EXAMINER
A. SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OF REQUEST

HEARING DATE: July 14, 2015

Project Name: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

Owner/Applicant: Rory Dees, Rad Holdings, LLC, 1040 W. Lake Sammamish PKWY SE, Bellevue, WA 98008
Contact: Jon Nelson, Land Development Advisors, LLC, 12865 SE 47th PL, Bellevue, WA 98006
File Number: LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Project Manager: Clark H. Close, Associate Planner

Project Summary: The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review, Preliminary Plat approval, and
Street Modification for a 9-lot subdivision. The 2.3-acre site is located within the
Residential-8 dwelling units per net acre (du/ac) zoning classification. There are two
single family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South) located on this parcel that
gain access to the site from Talbot Road South. The single family house located at 3106
would remain and be incorporated into the subdivision as Lot 9, while the house located
at 3112 is on a septic system and would be demolished. Together the nine (9)
residential lots (8 new + the remaining single family house) would result in a density of
4.23 du/ac. Residential lot sizes range from 4,502 sf to 12,169 sf with an average lot size
of 7,954 sf. In addition to the 9 residential lots, four (4) tracts are proposed for access
roads, sensitive areas, and stormwater detention. The eight (8) new residential lots
would be served from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H) via two
dedicated ingress/egress easement areas of 24 feet in width through the development
on S 32nd Place. There are 142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is
proposing to retain 27 original trees. A detention vault in the westerly portion of the
site is proposed within Tract D which would discharge into the existing conveyance
system on the east side of Talbot Road. No impacts to critical areas onsite are proposed.

Project Location: 3106 and 3112 Talbot Road 5, Renton, WA 98055 (APN 302305-9028)
Site Area: 99,994 SF (2.3 acres)

Project Location Map
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EXHIBITS:

Exhibit 26: Report to the Hearing Examiner

Exhibit 27: Notice of Complete Application

Exhibit 28: Renton School District’s Capacity Response Letter

Exhibit 29: Environmental Review Committee (ERC) Staff Report (dated June 18, 2015)
Exhibit 30: Environmental “SEPA” Determination, ERC Mitigation Measures and Advisory Notes
Exhibit 31: “On Hold” Notice Letter (dated October 1, 2014)

Exhibit 32: Applicant’s Letter for a Request for Continuation (dated April 15, 2015)
Exhibit 33: “Off Hold” Notice Letter (dated April 27, 2015)

Exhibit 34: Street Modification Request

Exhibit 35: Street Modification Request Response

Exhibit 36: Public Comment Letter from Winsper Community HOA (20 signatures)
Exhibit 37: Staff Response to Winsper Community HOA

Exhibit 38: Public Comment Letters: Klaas Schultz

Exhibit 39: Staff Response to Public Comment Letters: Klaas Schultz
Exhibit 40: Public Comment Letter: Gangwish

Exhibit 41: Staff Response to Public Comment Letter: Gangwish
Exhibit 42: Public Comment Letter: Klaas

Exhibit 43: Staff Response to Public Comment Letter: Klaas

C. GENERAL INFORMATiON:

Rory Dees Rad Holdings, LLC 1040 W. Lake1. Owner(s) of Record:
Sammamish PKWY SE, Bellevue, WA 98008

2. Zoning Designation: Residential — 8 du/ac (R-8)
3. Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation: Residential Single Family (RS)
4. Existing Site Use: Two single family residences and a detached garage
5. Neighborhood Characteristics:

a. North: R-8 — Residential-B Dwelling Units Per Net Acre
b. East: R-8 — Residential-8 Dwelling Units Per Net Acre
c. South: R-8 — Residential-8 Dwelling Units Per Net Acre
d. West: R-8 — Residential-8 Dwelling Units Per Net Acre

6. Access: Access to the site is currently gained from Talbot Road South. Access to the eight
(8) new residential lots would be served from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision
(Tract G and Tract H) via two dedicated ingress/egress easement areas of 24 feet
in width through the development on S 32nd Place (Exhibits 3 - 5).

7. Site Area: 99,994 SF (2.3 acres)
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0. HISTORICAL/BACKGROUND:

Action Land Use File No. Ordinance No. Approved Date
Comprehensive Plan N/A 5228 11/27/2006
Zoning N/A 5100 11/01/2004
Winsper Annexation A-93-002 4476 10/26/1994

[7UBLIC SERVICES:

1. Utilities

a. Water: The site is located in the Talbot Hill 350 hydraulic water pressure zone. There is an existing8 inch water main in S 32nd P1 and there are 2 existing ¾ inch domestic water meters serving theexisting homes.

b. Sewer: There is an 8 inch sewer main in $ 32nd P1 (Winsper) and an 8 inch sewer main located nearthe northwest of the site.
c. Surface/Storm Water: There are drainage improvements in S 32nd Place.

2. Streets: Talbot Road South is a Collector Arterial; S 32nd P1 is a residential access street.
3. Fire Protection: City of Renton Fire Department.

F. APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE RENTON MUNICIPAL CODE (RMC), VESTED UP TO ORD. 5719:

1. Chapter 2 Zoning Districts — Land Use Districts
a. Section 4-2-020: Purpose and Intent of Zoning Districts
b. Section 4-2-060: Zoning Use Table — Uses Allowed in Zoning Designations
c. Section 4-2-110: Residential Development Standards
d. Section 4-2-115: Residential Design and Open Space Standards

2. Chapter 4 City-Wide Property Development Standards
a. Section 4-4-030: Development Guidelines and Regulations — General
b. Section 4-4-130: Tree Cutting and Land Clearing Regulations

3. Chapter 6 Street and Utility Standards
a. Section 4-6-060: Street Standards

4. Chapter 7 Subdivision Regulations
a. Section 4-7-080: Detailed Procedures for Subdivisions
b. Section 4-7-120: Compatibility with Existing Land Use and Plan — General Requirements and

Minimum Standards
c. Section 4-7-150: Streets — General Requirements and Minimum Standards
d. Section 4-7-160: Residential Blocks — General Requirements and Minimum Standardse. Section 4-7-170: Residential Lots — General Requirements and Minimum Standards

5. Chapter 9 Permits — Specific

6. Chapter 11 Definitions
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G. APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: I
1. Land Use Element

2. Community Design Element

[H. FINDINGS OF FACT (FOF): I
1. The applicant requested SEPA Environmental Review and Preliminary Plat approval for a 9-lotsubdivision. Preliminary Plat approval is being requested in order to subdivide a 2.3-acre site into 9single family lots (8 new + the remaining single family house) and four (4) tracts for access roads,sensitive areas, and stormwater detention. The lots range in size from 4,502 square feet to 18,169square feet with an average lot size of 7,954 square feet. The proposal results in a net density of 4.23dwelling units per acre.

2. The Planning Division of the City of Renton accepted the SEPA Environmental Review and PreliminaryPlat application for review on August 1, 2014 and determined it complete on August 25, 2014 (Exhibit27). The project complied with the 120-day review period. The project was placed on “hold” on October1, 2014, due to request for a modification from the private street standard width requirements (Exhibit31). The hold was removed (Exhibit 33), upon the applicant’s letter for a request for continuation(dated April 15, 2015; Exhibit 32).

3. The City ordinances governing the development of land up to and including adopted Ordinance No.5719.

4. The proposed plat would be located at the SE 3, Section 30, Township 23 North, Range 5 East, W.M.,east of Talbot Road South and north of S 32nd P1 (Exhibit 2).
5. The property is in the Residential Single Family (RS) Comprehensive Plan land use designation and theResidential 8 (R-8) zoning classification.
6. The site currently contains two single family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Rd 5) and a detachedgarage. Only the one single family residence (3112 Talbot Rd 5) will be demolished as part of theplatting process.

7. The project site is comprised of one (1) parcel: Parcel No. 302305-9028 (Exhibit 2).
8. The following table includes proposed approximate dimensions for Lots 1-9 and Tracts A-D (Exhibit 4):

As Proposed Lot Size Width Depth
Lot; 4356SF 50 FEET 147FEETLot2 4654SF 50 FEET 159 FEETLot 3 7,422 SF 50 FEET 155 FEETLot4 4127SF 50 FEET 143 FEETLotS 4133SF 50 FEET 143 FEETLot6 4430SF 50 FEET 155 FEETLot7 4,796SF 50 FEET 102 FEETLot8 4,502SF 50 FEET 90 FEETLot9 18,169SF 100 FEET 180 FEETAll Lots Avg: 7,954.3 SF Avg: 55.6 FEET Avg: 141.6 FEETTractA 12,818SF 100 FEET 12$ FEETTract B 1,809 SF 24 FEET 76 FEETTractC 1,808SF 24 FEET 76 FEETStorm Drainage - Tract D 11,965 SF 100 FEET 121 FEET

City of Renton Department of Community & Economic Development
VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT
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9. Access to the existing single family residence located at 3106 Talbot Road South (Lot 9) and theproposed stormwater detention tract (Tract D) would remain or come from Talbot Road South. Theproposed access road terminates in a hammerhead turnaround above the concrete vault.
10. Access to the eight (8) new residential lots would be served from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision(Tract G and Tract H) via two existing 24-foot-wide dedicated ingress/egress easement tracts throughthe development on $ 32nd P1, followed by two (2) additional 24-foot by 76-foot wide tracts (Tract Band Tract C) onsite. The proposed 20-foot-wide paved access roads terminate roughly 176 feet north of5 32nd P1. No turnarounds have been proposed at the end of the road.
11. Topographically, the overall site generally slopes from east to west with elevation change from 208 feetto 130 feet across the entire project site (Exhibit 6). The west portion of the site, west of the existingdaylight basement at 3106 Talbot Rd S maintains the steepest slopes. The portion of the site identifiedto have the greatest slopes would not be impacted by development, with the exception of roadimprovements to the existing gravel driveway and proposed stormwater conveyance system out toTalbot Road S. A Geotechnical Engineering Study was prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc. (dated

May 27, 2014; Exhibit 11); the report states that the proposed development activity or structures canbe supported on conventional continuous and spread footings bearing on undisturbed, medium-dense,native soil, or on structural fill placed above this competent native soil. The onsite and groundwaterconditions are not suitable for infiltration of runoff from impervious surfaces.
12. There are approximately 142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is proposing to retain 27original trees (Exhibits 9 & 10).

13. The applicant submitted a conceptual landscape plan which includes the installation of a variety oftrees throughout the site, including the following: 2-Renaissance reflection birch (6”), 15-Shore pine(30”), 28-Douglas fir (84”), and 13-Excelsa western red cedar (13”) (Exhibit 10).
14. The applicant submitted a Critical Areas Study prepared by Acre Environmental Consulting, LLC(dated September 4, 2013; Exhibit 13). According to the report, there is one wetland located in theeastern portion of the subject site and extends off-site to the east and south. This wetland exhibits aminimum of human related physical alteration, and therefore, meets the criteria for a Category 2wetland. A Category 2 wetland receives a 50-foot standard buffer from their delineated edge (RMC 4-3-050M.6.c).

15. The applicant submitted a Preliminary Technical Information Report (“TIR”) prepared by LandDevelopment Advisors, LLC (dated December, 2013; Exhibit 12). According to the TIR, a stormwaterdetention vault would be located in the westerly portion of the site and would discharge to the existingconveyance system on the east side of Talbot Road S. Basic water quality treatment would be providedby “dead” storage within the vault.

16. On May 18, 2015, the Environmental Review Committee, pursuant to the City of Renton’sEnvironmental Ordinance and SEPA (RCW 43.21C, 1971 as amended), issued a Determination of Non-Significance - Mitigated fDNS-M) for Valley Vue Preliminary Plat (Exhibit 30). The DNS-M included four(4) mitigation measures. A 14-day appeal period commenced on May 22, 2015 and ended on June 5,2015. No appeals of the threshold determination have been filed.
17. Based on an analysis of probable impacts from the proposal, the Environmental Review Committee(ERC) issued the following mitigation measure with the Determination of Non-Significance — Mitigated:

1. Project construction shall be required to comply with the recommendations found in the
Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc. dated May 27, 2014 or
an updated report submitted at a later date.
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2. The applicant shall plant all trees that are within the 50-foot standard wetland buffer by hand
and without heavy machinery. To the greatest extent feasible, these trees should be planted in
areas where invasive species are present. A tree planting plan shall be provided to the Current
Planning Project Manager for review and approval prior to construction permit issuance.

3. The applicant shall provide a minimum 12 to 15-foot wide utility access easement to the
stormwater tract (Tract D) for maintenance and operation of the utility. The easement shall be
recorded and documentation provided to the City prior to approval the issuance of the
construction permit application.

4. The applicant shall provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division No. 1
Subdivision tracts (Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private driveway stand of
the Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060K). The private access roads shall meet the minimum
necessary to provide for safe and effective access for the existing residents, proposed residents,
and fire and emergency vehicles.

18. Staff received a host of public comments with concerns about zoning codes, density, development
standards, street access, pedestrian access, public safety, noise, topographical issues, mining hazards,
drainage, recreational opportunities, tree retention, protection of environment, construction impacts,
property values of affected home owners, and adherence to City ordinances and state laws. On
September 2, 2014 staff began responding to the comments (Exhibit 19). No Agency comments were
received.

19. Representatives from various city departments have reviewed the application materials to identify and
address issues raised by the proposed development (Exhibit 25). These comments are contained in the
official file, and the essence of the comments have been incorporated into the appropriate sections of
this report.

20. Whenever there are practical difficulties involved in carrying out the provisions of this Title IV, the
applicant may request a modification of the standards provided the Criteria for modification identified
in RMC 4-9-250D.2 is satisfied.

21. The proposal requires Preliminary Plat Review. The following table (Section H. FOF, Preliminary Plot
Review Criteria) contains project elements intended to comply with Subdivision Regulations, as outlined
in Chapter 4-7 RMC.

PRELIMINARY PLAT REVIEW CRITERIA:
1. CONFORMANCE WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
The site is designated Residential Single Family (RSF) on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. The
proposal is consistent (or not consistent) with the following Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Community
Design Element policies:

Policy LU-158. Net development densities should fall within a range of 4.0 to 8.0 dwelling
units per net acre in Residential Single Family neighborhoods.
Policy EN-6. When development may impact wetlands, the following hierarchy should be
followed in deciding the appropriate course of action:
a. avoid impacts to the wetland,

‘ b. minimize impacts to the wetland,
c. restore the wetland when impacted,
d. recreate the wetland at a ratio which will provide for its assured viability & success,
e. enhance the functional values of an existing degraded wetland.
Policy EN-7. Protect buffers along wetlands to facilitate infiltration and maintain stablewater temperatures, provide for biological diversity, reduce amount and velocity of run-off
and provide for wildlife habitat.
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Hearing Date: July 14, 2015 Page 7 of 20

Objective CD-A. The City’s unique natural features, including land form, vegetation,
“ lakeshore, river, creeks and streams, and wetlands should be protected and enhanced as

opportunities arise.

Objective CD-C. Promote reinvestment in and upgrade of existing residential neighborhoods
s,.- through redevelopment of small, underutilized parcels with infill development, modification

and alteration of older housing stock, and improvements to streets and sidewalks to in crease
property values.

Policy CD-15. lnfill development should be reflective of the existing character of established
neighborhoods even when designed using different architectural styles, and /or responding

“ to more urban setbacks, height or lot requirements. Infill development should draw on
elements of existing development such as placement of structures, vegetation, and location
of entries and walkways, to reflect the site planning and scale of existing areas.

Policy CD-16. Project design, including location of access and dimensions of yards and
Not Met as setbacks, should address privacy and quality of life on existing improved portions of sites.
Proposed Rear and side yard setbacks should be maintained and not reduced to facilitate increased

density.

Not Met as Policy CD-17. Setbacks and other development standards should not be reduced on newly
Proposed platted lots through modification or variance to facilitate increased density.

Not Met as Policy CD-45. Interpret development standards to support new plats and infill project designs
Proposed that address privacy and quality of life for existing residents.

2. COMPLIANCE WITH THE UNDERLYING ZONING DESIGNATION:
The site is classified Residential-8 (R-8) on the City of Renton Zoning Map. RMC 4-2-11OA provides
development standards for development within the R-8 zoning classification. The proposal is consistent with
the following d velopment standards if all conditions of approval are complied with:C

Density: The allowed density range in the R-8 zone is a maximum of 8.0 dwelling units per
net acre. There is also a minimum density of 4 dwelling units per net acre.

Staff Comment: After factoring in all density deductions (public streets, private access
easements and critical areas) the site has a net square footage of 92,699 square feet or 1.99
net acres. Specifically, the applicant is proposing 0 square feet of road for public right-of-way
dedications and 690 square feet for private access easements, and 6,605 square feet for
critical areas, totaling 7,295 square feet (99,994 sf— 7,295 sf= 92,699 sf). The 9 lot proposal
would arrive at a net density of 4.52 dwelling units per acre (9 lots/1.99 acres = 4.52 du/ac),
which falls within the permitted density range for the R-8 zone.

Lot Dimensions: The minimum lot size permitted in the R-8 zoning designation is 4,500
square feet. A minimum lot width of 50 feet is required for interior lots and 60 feet for
corner lots. Lot depth is required to be a minimum of 65 feet. In order to meet the variation
requirements of RMC 4-2-115, lot dimensions and setbacks are allowed to be decreased
and/or increased, provided that, when averaged, the applicable lot standards of the zone
are met per RMC 4-2-11OD(31).

Staff Comment: As demonstrated in the table above under finding offact 7, all lots meet the
requirements for minimum lot size,_width and_depth.

Setbacks: The required setbacks in the R-8 zone are as follows: front yard is 15 feet for the
primary structure and 20 feet for garages; interior side yard is 5 feet; side yard along a street

V’ is 15 feet for the primary structure; and the rear yard is 20 feet.

Detached accessory buildings in the R-8 zone are as follows: 3 feet for rear and side yards,
unless located between the rear of the house and the rear property line, then 0 feet rear

City of Renton Department of Community & Economic Development
VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT

Preliminary Plot Report & Decision
LUA4-001040, ECF, PP, MOD
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and side yard is allowed.

Staff Comment: The setback requirements for the proposed lots would be verified at the time
of building permit review. The proposed lots appear to contain adequate area to provide all
the required setback areas. Staff recommends, as a condition of approval, that a demolition
permit be obtained and all required inspections be completed for the removal of the existing
single family residence at 3112 Talbot Rd S prior to Final Plat recording, as this structure
would not comply with setbacks if permitted to remain on the site.
The existing structures on Lot 9 would remain. The primary single family would have the
following setbacks: front yard — 100 feet; side yards —22 feet and 35.5 feet; and tear yard 42
feet. The detached accessory building would remain between the rear of house and rear
property line and have a side yard setback of 0 feet and a rear yard setback of 10 feet. These

_____________

remaining structures would comply with the setbacks of the zone.
Building Standards: Building height is restricted to 30 feet. Detached accessory structures
must remain below a height of 15 feet and one-story. The allowed building lot coverage for
lots over 5,000 SF in size in the R-8 zone is 35 percent (35%) or 2,500 SF, whichever is
greater. The allowed impervious surface coverage is 75 percent (75%).
Staff Comment: The existing single family home built in 1963 is a one story home with a
daylight basement. The first floor area is 1,520 square feet. The 220 square foot detached
garage is a one-story structure that was built in 1940. The two structures are proposed to be
retained on Lot 9 and comply with the building standards of the R-8 zone. The building

_____________

standards for the proposed lots (1-8) would be verified at the time of building permit review.
Landscaping: Ten (10) feet of onsite landscaping is required along all public street
frontages, with the exception of areas for required walkways and driveways per RMC 4-4-
070. Such landscaping shall include a mixture of trees, shrubs, and groundcover as approved
by the Department of Community and Economic Development.
Minimum planting strip widths between the curb and sidewalk are established according to
the street development standards of RMC 4-6-060. Street trees and, at a minimum,
groundcover are to be located in this area when present.
Where there is insufficient right-of-way space or no public frontage, street trees are
required in the front yard. A minimum of two (2) trees are to be located in the front yard
prior to final inspection.

Staff Comment: The applicant has submitted a preliminary landscape plan (Exhibit 10). The
Compliant if proposed landscape plan includes a tree planting schedule for the entire site. The projectConditions of does not front a public street. Where there is no public frontage, a minimum of two (2) treespprova Met

are required to be located in the front yard of each new lot.
The tree retention plan proposes to retain nine (9) significant trees within Lot 9 (Exhibits 9 &
10). The landscaping plan proposes 133 replacement caliper inches, including the following:
2-Renaissance reflection birch (6”), 15-Shore pine (30”), 28-Douglas fir (24”), and 13-Excelsa
western red cedar (13”) (Exhibit 10). In fact, twelve of the thirteen red cedars are proposed to
be planted within the wetland buffer. No shrubs or ground cover is proposed within the
residential lots. Other than the identified front yard trees within lots 2, 3 & 7 no other front
yard trees are proposed as part of the required onsite landscaping. In order to account for
these 14 to 15 required trees within the 10-foot onsite landscaping strip, staff is
recommending that the applicant provide a minimum of 16 trees within the front yards of
Lots 1-9. A final detailed landscape plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Current

______________

Planning Project Manager prior to construction permit issuance.

______________

Parking: Pursuant to RMC 4-4-080 each unit is required to accommodate off-street parking
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for a minimum of two vehicles.

Staff Comment: Sufficient area exist on each lot, to accommodate off-street parking for a
minimum of two (2) vehicles. Compliance with individual driveway requirements would be
reviewed at the time of building permit review.

3. CRITICAL AREAS: The proposal is consistent with critical area regulations as stated in RMC 4-3-050.

Critical Areas: Manage development activities to protect wetlands, aquifer protection areas,
fish and wildlife habitat, frequently flooded and geologically hazardous areas as defined by
the Growth Management Act and RMC 4-3-050, Critical Area Regulations.

Staff Comment: The applicant submitted a Critical Areas Study prepared by Acre
Environmental Consulting, LLC (dated September 4, 2013; Exhibit 13). According to the

report, there is one wetland located in the eastern portion of the subject site and extends off-
site to the east and south. This wetland exhibits a minimum of human related physical
alteration, and therefore, meets the criteria for a Category 2 wetland. A Category 2 wetland
receives a 50-foot standard buffer from their delineated edge (RMC 4-3-050M.6.c).

Due to its vegetative structure, the subject wetland provides habitat for use by terrestrial
wildlife species including birds and mammals. Animals identified or observed included an
American Crow, a song sparrow, a black-capped chickadee, squirrels, and evidence of a
common raccoon.

The established vegetation within the wetland and associated buffer on this site serves to
Compliant if intercept rain fall before it strikes the soil, thereby reducing erosion and improving water
Conditions of quality. The dense vegetation serves to trap sediment and pollutants and provide increased

SEPA Approval water quality functions that aid in a reduction of sediment which results in cleaner water
are Met leaving the site.

The applicant is proposing to establish a Native Growth Protection Easement for the
Category 2 wetland and its associated 50-foot buffer area within Tract A. The applicant is
also proposing to increase the disturbance limit at least another 17 feet beyond the 50-foot
wetland buffer. However, fencing and signage along the outer buffer edge are requirements
of Ren ton Municipal Code. Staff is recommending as a condition of approval the installation
of a wood, split-rail fence with wetland signage along the west boundary of Category 2
wetland buffer. Such a fence (with signage) shall be constructed prior to recording of the
final plot. Staff recommends, as a condition of approval, requiring the Homeowners’
Association to ensure maintenance of the split-roilfence.

As part of the proposed tree replacement or replanting plan, the applicant is proposing to
plant 12 red cedar trees within the Category 2 wetland buffer. Staff recommended as a SEPA
mitigation measure, that all trees planted within the 50-foot standard wetland buffer be
planted by hand and without heavy machinery. To the greatest extent feasible, these 12
trees should be planted in areas where invasive species are present.

4. COMMUNITY ASSETS: The proposal is consistent with the following community asset requirements.

Tree Retention: RMC 4-4-130 states thirty percent (30%) of the trees shall be retained in a
residential development.

Staff Comment: Vegetation in the western portion of the property is comprised of
maintained lawn represented by toll fescue, blue wildrye, hairy Cat’s-ear, velvetgrass,
colonial bentgrass, creeping buttercup, and white clover. The lawn is interspersed with
patches of Himalayan blackberry and scattered trees, including big leaf maple and Oregon
ash. Vegetation in the eastern part of the site is forested, represented by a canopy of big leaf
maple, Oregon ash, and western red cedar, with snowberry, osoberry, Himalayan blackberry,

_____________

hazelnut, Oceanspray, thimbleberry, dewberry, and sword fern, in the understory. There are
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142 trees over 6 inches in diameter throughout the project site. After certain trees are

excluded from the retention calculations (trees that are dead, diseased or dangerous, public

streets, private access easements, critical area deductions), 126 become subject to the

minimum requirement to retain thirty percent (30%) of the significant trees. The applicant is

proposing to retain 27 of the required 38 trees, several of which are located along the north

property boundary. Therefore, 11 trees would need to be replaced onsite. The required

replacement is equivalent to 132 caliper inches (11 trees x 12 inches = 132 caliper inches).

The tree plant schedule includes 133 replacement inches, including the following: 2-

Renaissance reflection birch (6”), 15-Shore pine (30”), 28-Douglas fir (84”), and 13-Excelsa

western red cedar (13”) (Exhibit 10). In fact, twelve of the thirteen red cedars are proposed

to be planted within the wetland buffer. Therefore, the proposed replacement trees exceed

the minimum required replacement inches of 12” for every tree that was unable to be

retained. All trees that are proposed to be retained, including nine (9) in the critical areas

and buffers, would be fenced and signed during the construction process for preservation

(Exhibits 9 & 10). A final detailed landscape plan must be submitted and approved prior to

construction permit approval.

5. COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS: RMC 4-7 Provides review criteria for the subdivisions.

The proposal is consistent with the following subdivision regulations if all conditions of approval are

complied with:

Access: Each lot must have access to a public street or road. Access may be by private access

easement street per the requirements of the street standards. The maximum width of single

loaded garage driveways shall not exceed nine feet (9’) and double loaded garage driveways

shall not exceed sixteen feet (16’).

Staff Comment: Access to the eight (8) new residential lots is proposed to be served from

Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H) via two existing 24-foot wide

dedicated ingress/egress easement areas through the development an 5 32nd Place. The

proposed 20-foot-wide paved access roads terminate roughly 176 feet north of 5 32nd P1. No

turnarounds have been proposed at the end of the Tract B and C.

The applicant is proposing to retain the existing single family home at 3106 and improve the

existing access easement by completing a 20-foot wide access road to the hammerhead

Compliant if turnaround, at the site of the future stormwater tract (Tract D), located roughly 400 feet

Conditions of from Talbot Rd S. The two access roads proposed through Tract G and H are designed to

SEPA Approval include 0.6” curbs, a 20-foot travel lane, retaining walls (Concrete and/or Keystone), and a 6-
are Met or a foot fence on top of the retaining wall (east access only) (Exhibit 7). The overall lengths of

Street the access road sections are roughly 176 feet long from S 32nd P1 to the termination point
Modification is onsite.

granted
The applicant has submitted a request to modify street width requirements in order to access

8 new lots via the 24-foot wide access easements (Tract G and H) to serve four (4) residential

lots from Tract G and another four (4) lots from Tract H. This would be a reduction of two

feet (2’) from the private street width standard specified in Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-

060J.2). Private streets are allowed far access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at least two

(2) of the six (6) lots abut a public right-of-way. Private streets are only permitted if a public

street is not anticipated to be necessary for existing or future traffic and/or pedestrian

circulation through the subdivision or to serve adjacent property. No sidewalks are required

for private streets; however drainage improvements are required, as well as an approved

pavement thickness (minimum of four inches (4”) asphalt over six inches (6”) crushed rock).

The maximum grade for the private street shall not exceed fifteen percent (15%) at

maximum grade, and angles of approach and departure shall meet fire department
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requirements.

The proposed hauling and transportation routes would be on the west end of the property

(Talbot Rd S to Benson Dr 5) when accessible. Otherwise, out the access tracts located along

S 32’ P/to Smithers Ave S to 5 32nd St to Talbot Rd S to Benson Dr S (Exhibit 14). It is

anticipated that large trucks would pass within a few feet of the existing homes on either

side of the access tracts. It is unclear how the applicant would provide for sufficient safety for

the existing residents on either side of the 24-foot wide access tracts (Tracts G & H).

The submitted preliminary plot provides no alternatives to meeting the street standards of

the Renton Municipal Code if the request to modify street width requirements were to be

denied. With no alternative proposal, staff finds that there are no appropriate provisions

made for public health and safety and sufficient access (WAC 58-17-110). Based on this

finding the Environmental Review Committee issues a SEPA mitigation measure that

required the applicant to provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division

No. 1 Subdivision tracts (Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private driveway

stand of the Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060K). The private access road shall meet the

minimum necessary to provide for safe and effective access for the existing residents,

proposed residents, and fire and emergency vehicles as required by RCW 58-1 7-110.

N/A Blocks: Blocks shall be deep enough to allow two tiers of lots.

Lots: Width between side lot lines at their foremost points (i.e., the points where the side

N/A lot lines intersect with the street right-of-way line) shall not be less than eighty percent

(80%) of the requited lot width except in the cases of lots on a street curve or the turning

circle of cul-de-sac (radial lots), which shall be a minimum of thirty five feet (35’).

Streets: The proposed street system shall extend and create connections between existing

streets per the Street Standards outlined in RMC 4-6-060 Street Standards.

Staff Comment: Ta/bat Road South is a Collector Arterial and 5 32nd P1 is a residential access

street. The existing right-of-way width is approximately 60 feet for Talbot Rd S and

approximately 44 feet on 5 32nd Place. Per RMC 4-6-060] Shared Driveways — When

Permitted, a shared private driveway may be permitted for access up to a maximum offour

(4) lots. At least one of the four lots must have physical frontage along a street for primary

and emergency access and shall be only be allowed vehicular access from the shared private

driveway. The private access easement must be a minimum of sixteen feet (16’) in width,

with a maximum of twelve feet (12’) paved driveway. The proposed development does not

meet all of the code requirements for a shared driveway type of access.

Not Met as
Primary access to the landlocked parcel and two existing residences is from either Talbot Rd

Proposed S or through the existing two (2) access tracts located within the Winsper Division No. 1

Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H). These 2 existing tracts from Winsper Div. 1 connect S 32nd

P1 to the subject parcel. These tracts were in tended to serve as future ingress, egress, and

utilities tracts to serve Tax Lot 28 (project site), and are currently owned and maintained by

Winsper Community Organization until deeded to Tax Lot No. 28 at no cost when

development approvals are granted by the authorized jurisdiction.

The existing driveway out to Talbot Rd S slopes steeply from east to west, and could not be

used for fire emergency access under its current constructed status, in order to access the

number of lots proposed (Exhibit 15). Prior to the Mutual Releases of Easement, under

Recording Nos. 20140627001668, 20140627001669, and 20140627001670 (Exhi bit 17),

access to the site was granted via an access easement recorded in 1964 (Recording No.

5705702; Exhibit 16).

As part of the street improvements, the applicant is seeking a modification from City of
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Renton street standards in order to utilize Tract G and Tract H for access to the proposed

subdivision. The decision criteria for a modification of standards are identified in RMC 4-9-

250D. The request for modification seeks to continue the existing 24-foot wide platted tracts,

onto the site (roughly an additional 76 feet) as established as part of King County’s 1989

Winsper Div. No. 1, a 54-lot P/at, in order to serve eight (8) new lots under the private street

road standard.

The road improvements identified within the preliminary p/at plan sheets show two (2) 10-

foot wide paved lanes with vertical curb and gutter through each tract. City of Renton has

concern regarding the constructability of these accesses due to the slope of the site. Both

accesses would be required to construct retaining walls along the eastern sides of both

access roads. The eastern most access has a slope in excess of 15% and requires a minimum

of 1.5 feet of clear zone between the back of the curb and the face of the retaining wall. The

construction of the retaining walls proposed for both accesses would require temporary

construction easements to be obtained from the adjoining property owners. Nevertheless,

the temporary construction easements may not be feasible due to the close proximity of

other private existing structures located in the area where the retaining walls would need to

be constructed.

Due to the lack of sufficient width within the existing tracts and the proximity of the existing

homes to the proposed new roadway a safety hazard would be created as a result of the

construction of a substandard private street, as the access roads would have virtually no

shoulder (Exhibits 18-23). Due to the proposed future cross section, any vehicular incident

along these narrow access tracts could result in injury and/or property damage to the

adjacent home owners or the driver of the vehicle. Specifically, this is due to the lack of

space to “correct” and/or adjust a vehicular movement and at the same time avoiding the

existing residences. There is a direct correlation between the number of homes and the

number of trips anticipated to utilize the proposed access easement. Staff feels that the

construction of a private street through a substandard access easement would result in a

detriment to public safety and general welfare as it pertains to the existing constructed

homes at 618, 624, 652, and 700 5 32nd P1 and any future vehicles that may utilize the

proposed private street.

As per RMC 4-6-060, the minimum right-of-way required on a residential street is 53 feet,

with a minimum paved width of 26 feet, a 0.5-foot wide curb, an 8-foot wide landscaped

plan ter. a 5-foot wide sidewalk, and street lighting. The right-of-way for the haf street

improvement must be a minimum of thirty five feet (35’) with twenty feet (20’) paved (RMC

4-6-060Q). A curb, planting strip area, and sidewalk would be installed on the development

side of the street, according to the minimum design standards for public streets. If the street

was permitted from Talbot Rd 5, a cul-de-sac turnaround would be required. In order to meet

the minimum right-of-way dedication requirements, additional right-of-way access from

Talbot Rd S would need to be acquired from the three (3) parcels that front Talbot Rd S

(Exhibit 15). The absolute minimum right-of-way width that would be required for a public

road is 45 feet and the minimum pavement within the right-of-way, for two-way travel, is 20

feet. A modification request would need to be granted for any deviations from the street

code requirements.

Paving and trench restoration must comply with the City’s Trench Restoration and Overlay

Requirements. Additionally, the current layout does not include access to the storm water

facilities. Access to the storm water tract is necessary in order to maintain the vault.

The City’s trip threshold is 20 peak hour trips; therefore, no traffic impact analysis was

_____________

required as part of the nine (9) lot preliminary plat. It is anticipated that the proposed project
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would result in impacts to the City’s street system. In order to mitigate transportation

impacts, the applicant would be required to meet code-required frontage improvements, City

of Ren ton’s transportation concurrency requirements based upon a test of the citywide

Transportation Plan and pay appropriate Transportation Impact Fees. Currently, this fee is

assessed at $2,214.44 per new single family home (7 x $2,214.44 = $15,501.08). This fee is

payable to the City at the time of building permit issuance. Credit will be given to the existing

home to be demolished.

LED street lighting meeting City of Ren tan Standards is required. A lighting plan shall be

submitted to, and approved by, the Current Planning Project Manager and the Plan Reviewer

prior to construction permit approval.

Relationship to Existing Uses: The proposed project is compatible with existing surrounding

uses.

Staff Comment: The subject site is landlocked and is bordered on all four sides by existing

single-family residential homes; Winsper Division No. 1 to the east and south; Victoria Park

“i #4 to the north; and a single family home immediately to the west. The properties

surrounding the subject site have a similar land use of residential single family and zoning of

R-8 under on the City’s zoning and land use maps. The proposal is similar to existing

development patterns in the area and is generally consistent with the Comprehensive Plan

and Zoning Code, which encourage residential infill development.

6. AVAILABILITY AND IMPACT ON PUBLIC SERVICES:

Police and Fire: Police and Fire Prevention staff indicates that sufficient resources exist to

furnish services to the proposed development, subject to the condition that the applicant

provides Code required improvements and fees. An approved apparatus turnarounds are

required for dead end roads exceeding 150 feet and all homes beyond 500 feet on dead end

streets are required to install an approved fire sprinkler system (RMC 4-6-060H.2). Dead end

streets exceeding 700 feet are not allowed without approved secondary access roadways

being provided. Condition of approval of this proposed plat, due to existing steep grades on

existing access roadways and proposed dead end streets, is to have all proposed homes be

equipped with approved residentialfire sprinkler systems. Access roadways shall not exceed

15 percent maximum grade. Angles of approach and departure shall meet fire department

requirements. Fire impact fees are applicable at the rate of $495.10 per single family unit.

This fee is paid at time of building permit issuance.

Parks: City codes currently do not require open space to be set aside in subdivisions of the R

8 zone.

The proposed storm water detention system within Tract D is a storm water detention/water

quality vault. Landscaping (hydroseed and trees) are proposed over the top of the vault

which would provide an amenity to the neighborhood as well as providing an attractive

buffer between the existing single family and the proposed new single family homes within

the site.

“ lt is still anticipated that the proposed development would generate future demand on

existing City parks and recreational facilities and programs. A Parks Impact Fee, based on

new single family lots, will be required in order to mitigate the proposal’s potential impacts

to City parks and recreational facilities and programs, thereby complying with RMC 4-7-140

Parks and Open Space. The fee is payable to the City as specified by the Renton Municipal

Code. Currently the fee is assessed at $1,441.29 per new single family residence and will

increase to $1,887.94 on January 1, 2016. Credit will be given to the existing home to be

demolished.
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Schools: The project site is located within the Renton School District (RSD), which
encompasses approximately 35 square miles. It is anticipated that the RSD ç
accommodate any additional students generated by this proposal at the following schools:
Talbot Hill Elementary (2300 Talbot Rd South, Renton), Dimmitt Middle School (12320 80th
Avenue South, Seattle), and Renton High School (400 S 2nd St, Renton). RCW 58.17.110(2)
provides that no subdivision be approved without making a written finding of adequate
provision made for safe walking conditions for students who walk to and from school (Exhibit
28). Future students are designated to be transported to school via bus to and from Talbot
RdS& S32ndSt

As part of the proposed project, sidewalks would not be constructed along shared driveways
which connect to S 32 P1 where there is an existing sidewalk system along the south half of

Not Met as the street, along Smithers Ave S and 5 32nd St to the bus stop. Lot 9 would utilize the shared
Proposed driveway out to Talbot Rd S and the shoulder and sidewalk on the east part of the street to

reach the bus stop. The number of trips anticipated to use the private street may impact the
safe walking conditions for students. The substandard width within the access tracts (Tracts
G & H) not only lack required width to function as a private street, but will also require
retaining walls due to the slopes within the tracts. Under normal conditions there is an
additional 6 feet of shoulder for school age children to walk. Therefore, the modified road
section does not provide adequate provisions for safe walking conditions for students who
walk to and from school and/or bus stops.

A School Impact Fee, based on new single family lots, will also be required in order to
mitigate the proposal’s potential impacts to the Renton School District. The fee is payable to
the City as specified by the Renton Municipal Code at the time of building permit application.

_____________

Currently, the 2015 fee is assessed at $5,541.00 per new single family residence.

Storm Water: An adequate drainage system shall be provided for the proper drainage of all
surface water.

Staff Comment: The site is located in part of the Black River Basin. Runoff from the site is
split with approximately the easterly 150’ draining overland towards the wetland along the
east boundary. The remainder of the site sheet flows in a westerly direction ultimately
entering the swale along the east side of Talbot Road. Based on the City’s flow control map,
this site falls within the Flow Control Duration Standard, Forested Condition and requires a
flow control facility sized to match the flow duration of forested conditions. The standard
requires the site to match the durations from 50% of the two-year peak flow up to the full
50-year peak flow, and also match developed peak discharge rates to pre-developed peak

Corn liant f
discharge rates for the 2-year, 10-year and 100-year return periods. The output models place

Conditions of the required detention volume as 24,300 cubic feet of storage (10’ by 40’ vault with an active

Approval Met storage depth of 12 feet) The applicant’s engineer has designed a detention vault to be
located in a tract in the westerly portion of the site and would discharge to the existing
conveyance system on the east side of Talbot Road S. Flows continue southerly in the
roadside drainage system, approximately 250 feet, where they turn and flow west through a
21” culvert to the valley floor and Springbrook Creek. The westerly portion of the access road
from Talbot Rd S bypasses the proposed treatment facility near the existing house. This
would need to be addressed at final engineering review. Basic water quality treatment would
be provided by “dead” storage within the vault.

The applicant submitted a Preliminary Technical Information Report (TIR), prepared by Land
Development Advisors, LLC (dated December 2013; Exhibit 12). According to the TIR, the
project is required to provide Level 2 Flow Control and Basic Water Quality treatment in

_____________

accordance with the 2009 City of Renton Amendments to the King County Surface Water
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Manual, Chapter 1 and 2. This standard is typically adopted to mitigate stream erosion and

is warranted so that downstream erosion is not exacerbated. The goal of the Basic Water

Quality Treatment is 80% removal of total suspended solids (TSS) for a typical rainfall year,

assuming typical pollutant concentrations in urban runoff. Appropriate Best Management

Practices (BMPs) from the Washington State Department of Ecology Manual for individual

lot flow control will be required to help mitigate the new runoff created by this development.

Additional project BMPs are identified in the construction mitigation description and

appropriate individual lot flow control BMP5 will be required to help mitigate the new runoff

created by this development (Exhibit 14).

A geotechnical report, dated May 27, 2014, was submitted by Geotech Consultants, Inc.

(Exhibit 11). A SEPA mitigation measure (Exhibits 30 & 31) was imposed by the City’s

Environmental Review Committee (ERC), requiring that the project construction comply with

the recommendations outlined in the submitted geotechnical report (or an updated report

submitted at a later date). The geotechnical report indicates that approximately 2,060 cubic

yards (2,370 TONS) of cut and 630 cubic yards of fill (725 TONS) would be required for the

construction of required plot improvements and new single family residences. A Temporary

Erosion and Sediment Control plan would be prepared with the final construction plans in

order to prevent, to the maximum extent possible, the transport of sediment to downstream

drainage systems, water resources and adjacent properties. Best Management Practices

(BMPs) anticipated include clearing limit delineation, cover measures (straw, plastic, etc.),

traffic area stabilization (rock construction entrance) and perimeter protection (silt fencing)

in accordance with City of Ren ton requirements.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) mapped the subject property as being

underlain by Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes. The NRCS describes

Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes as rolling with irregularly shaped

areas.

The proposed structures can be supported on conventional continuous and spread footings

bearing on undisturbed, medium-dense, native soil, or on structural fill placed above this

competent native soil. The onsite and groundwater conditions are not suitable for infiltration

of runofffrom impervious surfaces.

A Construction Storm water General Permit from Department of Ecology will be required if

grading and clearing of the site exceeds one acre. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) is also required for this site.

Finally, the maintenance and operation of the proposed storm drainage facilities will be the

responsibility of the City upon recording of the plat. Prior to approval and issuance of the

construction permit application, the vault would be required to record a 12 to 15-foot wide

utility access easement to the proposed stormwater tract (Tract D) for maintenance and

operation of the utility.

Maintenance of the vegetation proposed in the wetland tract (Tract A) would remain the

responsibility of the home owners within the subdivision, therefore staff recommends as a

condition of approval that the applicant create a Home Owners Association (“HOA”) that

maintains all landscaping improvements in Tract A, and any other common amenities. A

draft of the HOA shall be submitted to and approved by the City of Renton Project Manager

and the City Attorney prior to final Plot recording. Such document shall be recorded

_____________

concurrently with the Final P/at.

Water and Sanitary Sewer: The site is located in the Talbot Hill 350 hydraulic water pressure

zone. There is an existing 8 inch water main in 5 32nd P1 and there are 2 existing ¾ inch

domestic water meters serving the existing homes. There is an 8 inch sewer main in 5 32nd P1
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(Winsper) and an 8 inch sewer main located near the northwest of the site. Development

fees would apply to new homes and credit would be given to the existing home.

New hydrants shall be installed per Ren ton’s fire department standards to provide the

required coverage of all lots. All plats shall provide separate water service stubs and

separate side sewer stubs to each building lot prior to recording of the plot. System

development charges (SDC) for sewer are payable at the time the utility construction permit

is issued.

22. Whenever there is practical difficulties involved in carrying out the provisions of this Title IV, the

applicant may request a modification of the standards provided the Criteria for modification identified

in RMC 4-9-250D.2 is satisfied:

Modification Criteria:

a. Substantially implements the policy direction of the policies and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan Land

Use Element and the Community Design Element and the proposed modification is the minimum adjustment

necessary to implement these policies and objectives.

The applicant has requested to modify private street width requirements, as described in RMC 4-6-060J, for

the proposed 9-lot subdivision on a 2.3-acre property addressed as 3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South also

known as Tax Lot 28 of Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Exhibit 34). The property is presently accessed

from Talbot Road South, via a shared driveway. This driveway slopes steeply from east to west, and could not

be used to access the number of lots proposed without major engineering revisions to the slope and road.

There are two existing 24-foot wide tracts (Tract G and H) in the abutting residential plat to the south,

Winsper Division No. 1. These tracts are indicated on the recorded plat as being for future ingress, egress,

and utilities only to Tax Lot 28, owned and maintained by Winsper Community Organization until deeded to

Tax Lot No. 28 at no cost when development of Tax Lot 28 is approved, which requires the use of Tract G and

H.

The applicant is requesting a modification from the City of Renton standards in order to utilize Tract G and

Tract H as a private street access to the proposed subdivision of Tax Lot 28. The proposal would be to utilize

the existing 24-wide access easements (Tract G and H) to serve up to four (4) residential lots from Tract G and

another four (4) lots from Tract H. This would be a reduction of two (2) feet from the private street width

standard specified in Renton Municipal Code (RMC) 4-6-060J. The applicant contends that the existing 12 feet

of access off of Talbot Rd and the steeper grades along the current driveway are not feasible within the

constraints of Renton’s code. The existing tracts were created under King County and subsequently annexed

into the City of Renton, irrespective of how the two codes would correlate. Given the proximity to the

adjacent houses and their side yard setback limits, there is no additional area for adding or acquiring the

additional width that could be used to meet the minimum twenty six foot (26’) easement width required by

RMC 4-6-060J.2.

Prior to the benefit of a public process, it was indicted to the applicant that a request to reduce the private

street standard to allow for a width of 24 feet could be supported by staff (Exhibit 35).

As part of the public notification process, the City of Renton received an abundance of public feedback from

property owners within the Winsper Division I Plat and the surrounding neighborhood(s) (Exhibits 18, 20-22,

36, 38, 40, and 42; Staff’s response includes Exhibits 19, 37, 39, 41, and 43). The primary concern identified

through letters and emails has consistently been vehicle access through the two 24-foot wide access tracts

(Tract G and Tract H) and the associated safety concerns from new vehicle traffic generated as a result of the

proposed land development. See attached letter for additional concerns and comments.

During the preliminary plat review process, the City of Renton identified and explored alternative plat

options for access to the plat, whether from Talbot Rd S or through Tracts G and H, communication was
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provided via an on hold notice letter from the City of Renton Planning Department (Exhibit 31). As part of the

City’s preliminary review, staff found that the submitted preliminary plat provides no alternatives to meeting

the street standards of the Renton Municipal Code if the request to modify street width requirements were

to be denied. The applicant, RAD Holdings LLC (maintains the right to develop property based on the

ordinances existing at the time of the application), has respectfully requested that the preliminary plat

application be brought forward to a public hearing as originally submitted and accepted on August 25, 2014

(Exhibit 32).

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s proposal and finds the proposed modification does not substantially

implement the policy direction of the policies and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element

and the Community Design Element as identified in the Conclusions — Preliminary Plat Review Criteria J.1

below. Staff is not supportive of the reduced private street standard requested as part of the proposed

preliminary plat application.

b. Will meet the objectives and safety, function, appearance, environmental protection and maintainability

intended by the Code requirements, based upon sound engineering judgment.

The applicant is proposing a modification from the minimum twenty six foot (26’) wide easement required by

RMC 4-6-060J.2 in order to construct two 20-foot wide paved private streets that would serve four lots from

each of the existing 24-foot wide tracts (Tract G and H) within Winsper Division No. 1 subdivision.

Road improvements that would include two 10-foot wide paved lanes with vertical curb and gutter through

each tract with retaining walls along the eastern sides of both access roads. The eastern most access has a

slope in excess of fifteen percent (15%) and requires a minimum of 1.5 feet of clear zone between the back of

the curb and the face of the retaining wall. The construction of the retaining walls proposed for both accesses

would require temporary construction easements to be obtained from the adjoining property owners.

Nevertheless, the temporary construction easements may not be feasible due to the close proximity of other

private existing structures located in areas where the retaining walls would need to be constructed.

As part of the City’s preliminary review, staff has found that the submitted preliminary plat provides no

alternatives to meeting the street standards of the Renton Municipal Code if the request to modify street

width requirements were to be denied. With no alternative proposal, staff finds that there are not

appropriate provisions made for public health and safety and sufficient access (WAC 58-17-110), due to the

lack of sufficient width within the tracts, the proximity of the existing homes to the proposed new roadway

and the lack a sufficient setback distance from the private street, and the direct correlation between the

number of homes and the number of trips anticipated to utilize the proposed access tracts.

Based on this finding the Environmental Review Committee issued a SEPA mitigation measure that required

the applicant to provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision tracts

(Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private driveway stand of the Renton Municipal Code

(RMC 4-6-060K). The private access road would meet the minimum necessary width to provide for safe and

effective access for the existing residents, proposed residents, and fire and emergency vehicles, as required

by RCW 58-17-110.

The applicant has not provided sufficient justification to show that the reduction to the minimum street

standards of the code would provide reasonable safety, function, appearance, environmental protection and

maintainability intended by the Code requirements. At this time, staff has determined that the construction

of a private street through a substandard access easement would result in a detriment to public safety as it

pertains to the existing constructed homes at 618, 624, 652, and 700 S 32nd P1 and any future vehicles that

may utilize the proposed private street.

c. Will not be injurious to other property(ies) in the vicinity

See Modification Request - Modification Criteria b.
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d. Conforms to the intent and purpose of the Code

Despite the functional classification of the road, it is the purpose of the street standard section of code to

establish design standards and development requirements for street improvements to ensure reasonable

and safe access to public and private properties. These improvements include, but are not limited to,

appropriately scaled sidewalks related to the urban context, a range of landscape buffers, curbs, gutters,

street paving, monumentation, signage, and lighting, to be developed with complete streets principles.

Complete streets principles are to plan, design, and operate streets to enable safe and convenient access and

travel for all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and people of all ages and abilities, as well

as freight and motor vehicle drivers, and to foster a sense of place in the public realm with attractive design

amenities (RMC 4-6-060A).

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s proposal and finds the proposed modification does not meet the intent

and purpose of the code. The Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision tracts (Tract G and Tract H) have sufficient

width to be developed as a shared driveway. A shared private driveway is used for access up to a maximum

of four (4) lots. Of those 4 lots, up to three (3) of the lots may use the driveway as primary access for

emergencies. The remainder of the lots must have physical frontage along a street for primary and

emergency access and shall only be allowed vehicular access from the shared private driveway. The private

access easement would be a minimum of sixteen feet (16’) in width, with a maximum of twelve feet (12’)

paved driveway (the Fire Department may require the tract and paved surface to be up to twenty feet (20’)

wide). The project lacks sufficient public street access that would provide for primary access for emergencies;

therefore, staff recommends that the applicant follow the shared driveway street standard and limit the

number of lots served to no more than two (2) lots per Tract 6 and Tract H

e. Can be shown to be justified and requited for the use and situation intended; and

Given that the Tax Lot 28 has two existing 24-foot wide dedicated ingress/egress easement tracts through

the Winsper Division I Plat, staff finds that with ample mitigation there is sufficient width within the tracts to

provide a shared driveway to access a reduced number of lots from 5 32nd Place.

Within the existing tracts (Tract G and H), staff recommends two 6-foot wide paved lanes with vertical curb

and gutter through each tract with fencing for screening, mature landscaping, and retaining walls along the

eastern sides of both access roads. Once onsite (within Tracts B & C) the fire department apparatus access

roadways would be required to be widened to a minimum of 20-feet wide fully paved, with 25-feet inside

and 45-feet outside turning radius. Fire access roadways shall be constructed to support a 30-ton vehicle

with 75-psi point loading. Access is required within 150-feet of all points on the buildings and a dedicated

hammerhead turnaround or cul-de-sac would be required if the road has a length from 150 feet to 300 feet.

f. Will not create adverse impacts to other property(ies) in the vicinity.

See Modification Request- Modification Criteria b.

I. CONCLUSIONS:

1. The proposal is not compliant with all Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Community Design Element

policies, as the project design does not meet basic development standards for privacy and quality of life

for existing residents.

2. The proposal is not compliant will all Preliminary Plat Review Criteria. The proposed street system

would need to comply with RMC 4-6-060K and comply with the safe walking conditions for students

who walk to and from school.
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3. The proposal is not compliant or consistent with City of Renton plans, policies, regulations and

approvals and would result in a substantial or undue adverse effect on adjacent properties due to lack

of efficient access and circulation for all users.

4. The submitted preliminary plat provides no alternatives to meeting the street standards of the Renton

Municipal Code if the request to modify street width requirements were to be denied. With no

alternative proposal, staff finds that there are not appropriate provisions made for public health and

safety and sufficient access (RCW 58-17-110).

5. The proposed development would generate long term harmful or unhealthy conditions without

complying with shared driveway standards (RMC 4-6-060K).

6. The proposed location is suited for the residential use.

7. Adequate parking for the proposed can be provided.

8. The proposal does not satisfy 6 of the 6 criteria listed in RMC 4-9-250D.2 for approval of modifications.

K. RECOMMENDATIONS: I
Staff recommends denial of the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat, LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD (as depicted in

Exhibit 4), and that the related request to modify the private street standards also be denied.

In the event the Hearing Examiner elects to approve the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat and the street

modification request, staff recommends the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall comply with the mitigation measure issued as part of the Determination of

Nonsignificance-Mitigated, review by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC) on May 18, 2015

(Exhibits 30 & 31).

a. Project construction shall be required to comply with the recommendations found in the

Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc. dated May 27, 2014 or

an updated report submitted at a later date.

b. The applicant shall plant all trees that are within the 50-foot standard wetland buffer by hand

and without heavy machinery. To the greatest extent feasible, these trees should be planted in

areas where invasive species are present. A tree planting plan shall be provided to the Current

Planning Project Manager for review and approval prior to construction permit issuance.

c. The applicant shall provide a minimum 12 to 15-foot wide utility access easement to the

stormwater tract (Tract D) for maintenance and operation of the utility. The easement shall be

recorded and documentation provided to the City prior to approval the issuance of the

construction permit application.

U. The applicant shall provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division No. 1

Subdivision tracts (Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private driveway stand of

the Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060K). The private access roads shall meet the minimum

necessary to provide for safe and effective access for the existing residents, proposed residents,

and fire and emergency vehicles.

2. The applicant shall obtain a demolition permit and complete all required inspections for the removal of

the existing single family residence at 3112 Talbot Road South prior to Final Plat recording.

3. The applicant shall be limited to a maximum of two (2) lots to be served from each ingress/egress tract

from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H).
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4. The applicant shall provide a minimum of 16 trees within the front yards of all approved lots. A final

detailed landscape plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Current Planning Project Manager

prior to construction permit issuance.

5. In addition to any retaining walls required within Tract G and Tract H, the applicant shall provide a

privacy fence and mature landscaping between the paved roadway (and vertical curb) and the property

line(s). A final access road cross section and landscape plan shall be submitted to and approved by the

Current Planning Project Manager prior to construction permit issuance.

6. The applicant shall provide a dedicated hammerhead turnaround or cul-de-sac at the terminus (Tract B

and Tract C) of the ingress/egress road from 5 32 Place. The hammerhead turnaround shall have a

design approved by the Current Planning Project Manager and Fire and Emergency Services.

7. The applicant shall submit a street lighting plan at the time of construction permit review for review

and approval by the City’s Plan Reviewer.

8. The applicant shall create a Home Owners Association (“HOA”) that maintains all landscaping

improvements in Tract “A”, all maintenance and repairs of the shared driveway access roads and tracts

(Tracts B, C, G and H) and any and all other common improvements. A draft of the HOA documents

shall be submitted to and approved by the City of Renton Project Manager and the City Attorney prior

to Final Plat recording. Such document shall be recorded concurrently with the Final Plat.

9. The applicant shall install a wood, split-rail fence with wetland signage along the west boundary of

Category 2 wetland buffer. The fence (with signage) shall be constructed prior to recording the final

plat. A requirement to maintain the fence by a Homeowners’ Association shall be placed on the face of

the plat.

10. The applicant shall be required to obtain a temporary construction easement for all work conducted

outside of the applicant’s property. The temporary construction easement shall be submitted to the

City prior to any permits being issued.
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Exhibit 1 ERC Report

Exhibit 2 Neighborhood Map
Exhibit 3 Winsper Division 1 Final Plat (Sheets 1 through 4)
Exhibit 4 Valley Vue Overall Preliminary Plat Plan (Sheets 1 through 3)
Exhibit 5 Valley Vue Preliminary Plat Plan
Exhibit 6 Topographic / Boundary Survey Map (Sheets 1 and 2)
Exhibit 7 Grading and Drainage Plan
Exhibit 8 Sanitary Sewer and Water Plan
Exhibit 9 Tree Cutting and Land Clearing Plan
Exhibit 10 Tree Retention-Replacement Plan (Li.0, Lii, and Li.2)
Exhibit ii Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc.

(dated May 27, 2014)
Exhibit 12 Preliminary Technical Information Report (“TIR”) prepared by Land Development

Advisors, LLC (dated December, 2013)
Exhibit 13 Critical Areas Study prepared by Acre Environmental Consulting, LLC

(dated September 4, 2013)
Exhibit 14 Construction Mitigation Description
Exhibit 15 Fire Truck Access Exhibit — Figure 1
Exhibit 16 Roadway Easement (Recording No. 5705702)
Exhibit 17 Mutual Releases of Easement (Recording Nos. 20140627001668, 20140627001669,

and 20140627001670)
Exhibit 18 Public Comment Letters: Dalen; Klaas; Klaas Schultz; Perteet; Smith
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Exhibit 21 Letter to Mr. Bob Ferguson, Attorney General (received August 25, 2014): Klass
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Exhibit 23 Letter to Dennis Law, City of Renton Mayor (received September 9, 2014) — includes

signatures, a letter to Jay Covington, Chief Administrative Officer of Renton Mayor and
a letter to Chip Vincent, CED Administrator

Exhibit 24 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition (Land
Use 210, pages 295-321)

Exhibit 25 Advisory Notes to Applicant
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Exhibit 27: Notice of Complete Application
Exhibit 28: Renton School District’s Capacity Response Letter
Exhibit 29: Environmental Review Committee (ERC) Staff Report (dated June 18, 2015)
Exhibit 30: Environmental “SEPA” Determination, ERC Mitigation Measures and Advisory Notes
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Project Name: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

EXHIBIT 1

Entire Document
Available Upon RequestERC MEETING DATE:

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE REPORT

—.

(.ityof

May 18, 2015

Project Number: LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Project Manager: Clark H. Close, Associate Planner

Owners/Applicant: Rory Dees, Rad Holdings, LLC, 1040 W. Lake Sammamish PKWY SE, Bellevue, WA
93003

Contact: Jon Nelson, Land Development Advisors, LLC, 12865 SE 47’ PL, 8ellevue, WA
98006

Project Location: 3106 and 3112 Talbot Road 5, Renton, WA 98055
Project Summary: The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review and Preliminary Plat

approval for a 9-lot subdivision. The 2.3-acre site is located within the
Residential-8 dwelling units per net acre (du/ac) zoning classification. There are
two single family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South) located on this
parcel that gain access to the site from Talbot Road South and are part of the
Black River Basin.

The single family house located at 3106 is connected to city water and sewer and
would remain and be incorporated into the subdivision as Lot 9, while the house
located at 3112 is on a septic system and would be demolished. Together the
nine (9) residential lots (8 new + the remaining single family house) would result
in a density of 4.23 du/ac. Residential lot sizes range from 4,502 sf to 18,169 sf
with an average lot size of 7,954 sf. In addition to the 9 residential lots, four (4)
tracts are proposed for access roads, sensitive areas, and stormwater detention.
The eight (8) new residential lots would be served from Winsper Division No. 1
Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H) via two dedicated ingress/egress easement
areas of 24 feet in width through the development on S 32nd Place. There are
142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is proposing to retain 27
original trees. A detention vault in the westerly portion of the site is proposed
within Tract D which would discharge into the existing conveyance system on the
east side of Talbot Road.

The applicant has submitted a Critical Areas Report, Preliminary Technical
Information Report, and a Geotechnical Engineering Report with the application.
The site contains a Category 2 wetland in the far eastern portion of the site. No
impacts to critical areas onsite are proposed and existing slopes on the site
average roughly 6%.

Site Area: 99,994 SF (2.3 acres)

STAFF
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff Recommends that the Envirnnmntl Review Committee issue a
Determina NS-M).

ERC Report 14-001040
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G1crjj
-t-1: 3256 ortheast20th Street, Suite 16
-

Beflevue, Washinieton 98005CONSULTANTS, INC.
(425) 717 5618 FAX (425) 747-8561

May27, 2014

JN 14177RAD Holdings, LLC
1040 West Lake Sammamish Parkway Southeast
Bellevue, Washington 98008

Attention: Rory Dees via email: rorydeeshotmait corn
Subject: Transmfttal Letter — Geotechnical Engineering Study

Proposed Residential Development
3112 Talbot Road South
Renton, Washington

Dear Mr. Dees:

We are pleased to present this geotechnical engineering report for the residential development tobe constructed in Renton. The scope of our services consisted of exploring site surface andsubsurface conditions, and then developing this report to provide recommendations for generalearthwork and design criteria for foundations, retaining walls, and pavements. This work wasauthorized by your acceptance of our proposal, P-8823, dated September 6, 2013.

The attached report contains a discussion of the study and our recommendations, Please contactus if there are any questions regarding this report, or for further assistance during the design andconstruction phases of this project.

Respectfully submitted,

GEOTECH CONSULTANTS, INC.

or Chnstensen, RE.
Senior Engineer

TRC/MRM:at

Entire Document
AvaHabte Upon Request

EXHIBIT 11
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PRELIMINARY TECHNiCAL
INFORMATION REPORT (“TIR”)

Valley Vue

3106 Talbot Road South
Renton, WA
Parcel No. 3023059028

Prepared for:
RAD Holdings, LLC
6252 167th Ave SE
Bellevue, WA 98006

Prepared by:

A
Land Development Advisors, LLC 12865 SE 47th P’ace BeHevue, WA 98006

(425) 4665203

December, 2013 Entire Document RADX-001
--____ Available Upon Request

EXHIBIT 12



CRITIcAL AREAS STUDY FOR

RAD Holdings, LLC — 3112 Talbot Road

Tax Parcel No. 302305-9028

Acre Project #13039

Prepared By:

Acre Environmental Consulting, LLC.
17715 28th Ave. NE

Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
t206) 450-7746

For:

RAD Holdings, LLC
Attn. Rori Dees

6252 167th Avenue SE
Bellevue, WA 98006

September 4, 2013

Entire Document
Available Upon Request EXHIBIT 13



Proposed plat: Vallv Vuc

Sppicant: Rory Dees. I 04f) W. Lake Samrnarmsh Pkwy Sl. Beltevue, WA Q8t)0X
206 715-4559

APN 3023059028

Requesting: Submittal br SlIb(IiV isbn

Construction Mitigation Description:
Proposed consliuction dates: June 1, 2015 to September 30, 2015
flows t_itjeiution M-b 7 AM to 6 PM, Saturday 9 AM to 5 PM, Sunday no workProposed haulinzjtransportation routes: On the west end of the properly: when accessiblelalbot Road South to Benson Drive S. Otherwise, out the access casements located along S. 32Place to Smithers Ave S to S 32 Street to Talbot Road S to Benson Drive S.Measures to control dust: Creating a section of quarry spall rock path k)r trucks to clear tires,tire brushing, and water washing.
Spccnil hours ot operation: Not anticipated to be needed
Preliminart’ Truffle Control P/wi: waived

EXHIBIT 14
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20140627001668
JOHNS ttONROE EAS 7400
PRGE—001 OF 003
06/Z7/2014 t4:5
I<tNG COUNTY, UR

Return Address: Robert D. Johns
Johns Monroe Mirtunaga Kolouskova PLLC
1601 fl4thAvenueSE,Suite 110
Bellevue, WA 98004

EXCISE TAX NOT REQUIRED
King Co. Records Dvlskon

AUDITOR/RECORDER’S INDEXING fORM 0 RIG
--—.-—-.-.--—Document Title(s): MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT

Grantors: RAD HOLDINGS, ILC, a Washington limited liability company; and MYLES 0. GILBERT

Grantees: RA[) HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; and MYLES G. GIUERT

Documents
5705702referenced:

LeaI
* Portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30, Township 23Descciptwn:

North, Range 5 East, W.Nt, records of King County, Washington(abbrevkated)

X Additional legal is on 2 Fof document.
pages

Assessor’s Property Tax ParceilAccount Numbers: 302305-9028, 302305-901 I

MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT

RAD HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; and MYLES C. GILBERTenter into the tbltowing Mutual Release of Easement:

Recitals

A. On February 26, 1964, Ella P. Baumgardner executed a Grant of Road Easement overand across property she owned which granted a roadway easement over the south 20feet from west to east over the following described property:

That portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30,Township 23 North, Range 5 East, W.M., records of King County, Washington,lying easterly of the following described line: Beginning at a point on the north lineof said subdivision, at a point on the north line of said subdivision which is north

MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT -

EXHIBIT 17



1 LIllhI t[1 UI 1 IIllIIlliI
20140627001669
JOHNS iONROE ES 75.ae
PflGE-ø61 OF 004
a/27/20t4 t4:59
KING COUNTY, UlReturn ftddress: Robert D. Johns

Johns Monroe Mitsunaga Kolouskova PLLC
1601 1 l4 Avenue SE, Suite 110

Bellevue, WA 98004

EXCISE TAX NOT REQUIRED
iingCo.

ORIGINAL By
, eputy

Document TitIe(s) MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT

Crantnrs: RAD HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; TERRANCE W.MACLEOD and KATHRYN J. MACLEOD, a marital community

Crantees: RAD HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; TERRANCE W.
MACLEOD and KATHRYN). MACLEOD, a marital community

Documents
5705702reterenced:

Legal
Portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30, Township 23Descnptioa.
North, Range S East, WM., records of King County, Washington(abbreviated)

X Additional legal is on 2 of document.
pages

Assessor’s Property Tax Parcel/Account Numbers: 302305-9028; 302305-9029

MUTUAL RELEASE OF FASEMENT

RAD HOLDINGS, LLC. a Washington limited liability company; and TERRANCE W.
MACLEOI) and KATHRYN J. MACLEOD. a marital community enter into the followingMutual Release of Easement:

Recitals

A. On february 26, 1964, Ella P. Baumgardner executed a Grant of Road Easement over
and across property she owned which granted a roadway easement over the south 20
feet from west to east over the following described property:

That portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30,
Township 23 North, Range 5 East, W,M.. records of King County, Washington,

MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT



20140627001670
JOHNS 1ONROE ES 15O
PRG-øøt OF ø4
03/27/2014 14:59
t(ING COUNTY, U

Return Address: Robert D. Johns
Johns Monroe Mitsunaga Kolouskova PLLC
1601 lI4 Avenue SE, Suite 110

Bellevue, WA 98004

_

By,uty
AUDITOR/RECORDER’S INDEXiNG_FORORiQNAL

Document Title(s): { MUTUAL RELEASE Of EASEMENT

Grantors: RAD HOLDINGS, LLC. a Washington timited liability company; SKINNERONE, LLC, aWashington limited liability company.

Grantees: RAD HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; SKINNERONE, tIC, aWashington limited liability company.

Documents 57Q57Q7
referenced;

—

LeaI
Portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30, Township 23North, Range 5 East, W.M., records of King County, Washington

X Additional legal is on oidocument.
pages —____________________________________________________________________

Assessor’s Property Tax Parcel/Account Numbers: 3023059028; 302305-9033

MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT

RAD HOLDINGS, LLC, a Washington limited liability company; and SKINNERONE, LLC,a Washington limited liability company enter into the following Mutual Release of Easement:

Recitals

A. On February 26, 1964, Ella P. Baumgardner executed a Grant of Road Easement overand across property she owned which granted a roadway easement over the south 20feet from west to east over the following described property:

That portion of North 100 feet of the NE quarter of the SE quarter of Section 30,
Township 23 North, Range 5 East, W.M., records of King County, Washington,

MUTUAL RELEASE OF EASEMENT



Clark Close

From: Dalen, Doug J <doug.j.dalen2@boeing.com>
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 9:46 AM
To: Clark Close
Subject: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat / LUA14-001040, ECF, PP

Good morning Clark,

I just wanted to get my written comments in prior to 9/8/14 to meet the deadline.
I just purchased a house at 721 S 315t Renton WA and found out that the property adjacent to my new home is likelyto be wiped out and replaced with a bunch of new houses.

My concern is that when I bought the property, one of the big selling points to me was the beautiful treeline and theprivacy it created in my backyard, which according to this Land Development proposal could be severely compromised—or even wiped out entirely. It states that the developer intends to retain 27 original trees. Is there a way to find outwhich ones as some of them are very big, and likely very old.

I am concerned about the destruction of all this landscaping, the shade the trees provide as well as the animals whichlive back there will be displaced causing them to invade surrounding areas and create potential traffic hazards. Also, Iworry about what impact this will have on the property values surrounding the site.

I would like to be made a party of record on this matter and kept informed on any further developments and/ordecisions made regarding this matter.

Thank you,

Doug Dalen
721531stSt,

Renton, WA 98055

1 EXHIBIT 18



Clark Close

From: Ginny <vklaas4@comcast.net>
Sent; Tuesday, August 26, 2014 7:52 PM
To: Jennifer I. Henning; Clark Close; Steve Lee; Vanessa DolbeeSubject: Valtey Vue LUA14-001040

Recently the Winsper neighbors gathered to review the Valley Vue plan (LUA 14-001040).As discussed during my meeting with Clark on 8/8/2014, the neighbors feel the proposedplan falls short on a number of significant issues involving safety, access and drainage.
The neighbors discussed the following five items that do not meet City Codes;
1) The two access “private streets” coming off the Winsper Development. Theseproposed roads would be solely for the purpose of serving the four houses in Valley Vuebehind the existing homes in Winsper. City Code (4-6-060 J) states: Private streets areallowed for access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at least two (2) of the six (6) lots abut apublic right-of-way. None of the new lots will abut a public right of way. These new roadsprovide no service to the pre-existing homes in Winsper.

2) City Code 4-6-060 J.2. states: Minimum Standards: Such private streets shall consistof a minimum of a twenty six foot (26’) easement with a twenty foot (20’) pavementwidth. The two easements indicated on the platt map are 24 feet wide and do not meetthe minimum City Code standard.

3) Both proposed private roads are longer than 150 feet, and neither appears to have therequired turn around for Fire and Emergency vehicles, Ordinance 5517 states that streets150-300ft in length must have a dedicated hammerhead turnaround or cul-de-sac. Ispoke to Fire Chief, Corey Thomas, last year and he indicated that this is an issue.
4) The front eastern edge of my driveway a long S 32nd Place is just over one foot fromthe access easement property line. This does not allow for the five foot required setback.I am terrified that a driver may mistake my driveway for the access road and run right intomy house. There are no provisions for a safety/privacy barrier, planting strip, sidewalk orother buffer zone on my side of the easement.

5) The City of Renton memorandum date January 3, 2013, and substantiated in the CityCodes “General Ordinances of the City of Renton (4-1-11 OA, and Ordinance 5676), aswell as the King County Urban and Residential Zoning Document, requires a minimumsideyard-street setback of 15 feet. I wrote to Gerry Wasser about this in 2013 and hestated; “The required setbacks for Zone-8 are: Sideyards- 5 feet, except 15 feet forsideyards along a street or access easement.”

Several of the neighbors have noted that neither of the easements are wide enough toaccommodate a 15 foot sideyard-street setback from the existing houses, and still have
1



the space needed for a 20 foot road. Variances to accommodate a road for vehicle trafficwould be dangerous to the residents of the abutting houses given the current five foot (orless) sideyard setback.

Ordinance 5517 and 4-6-060 specifically state that the codes are intended to establishdesign standards and development requirements for street improvements to insurereasonable and safe access to public and private properties. Allowing variances of thesestandards1 compromises the integrity and value of the City Codes, and exposes thecommunity to reckless hazards. Not having a basic safety element in street standards toprotect pedestrians and homeowners sets a poor precedence and puts the public atrisk. This places an unfair burden on the residents of Winsper.

The original Dees plan called for access off of Talbot Road, not off the Winsper
easements. Frankly, given the numerous variances that would be required to gain accessfrom the Winsper easements, and the multiple safety concerns, retaining the access to theproperty where it has always been off Talbot Road, seems the prudent choice and wouldrequire the least amount of variances. I know that Clark had indicated that the Talbotaccess was a problem because a “Private Road” can serve as access for a maximum ofsix lots, and that since the Valley Vue lot is 2.3 acre, six houses would not meet theminimum requirement to mitigate against “urban sprawl”. Surely, City Code does notplace a higher value on urban sprawl prevention, than it does on public safety.

I understand that at the 7/16/2014 Renton Planning Commission meeting a proposal wasmade to change the code for Private street standards because they are generallyundesirable and do not provide elements such as sidewalks, landscaping, and createdead-end streets, which reduces connectivity in residential neighborhoods, and aremaintenance issues. The proposal was to only allow private driveways and completelydelete private roads from the City Code. The access easements off Winsper do appear tomeet the current Code for a “shared driveway” which requires a minimum 16 footeasement and maximum 12 foot paved driveway, each of which could serve as primaryemergency access for 3 homes.

In addition to the access issues, there are numerous drainage issues that the neighborsare concerned about. I wasn’t surprised to see that the geotechnical report indicated thatthe drainage issues on the property were significant enough to require mitigation anddisclosure to anyone purchasing one of the new lots. They also recommended that;““Geotech Consultants, inc. should be allowed to review the final development plans toverify that the recommendations presented in this report are adequately addressed indesign,.. .We recommend including this report, in its entirety, in the project contractdocuments. This report should also be provided to any future property owners so they willbe aware of our findings and recommendations.”

The owners of Winsper already know that there is a problem with drainage from this
property, in fact, there is over a 32 foot drop from the rear of tract B (wetlands) to the rearof Tract C (storm drain). Due to the issues on the property, two houses in Winsper thatabut the southern property line have already experienced flooding in yards and under the

2



homes due to excessive run off from that property. Many of us installed french drains andsump pumps at our own cost to mitigate the issue. My drainage system lies along theboundary between the east side of my property and the easement, and will likely bedestroyed during development. With the increase of impervious surface, storm waterrunoff will no doubt increase is well. Please request that the new drainage system beinstalled along the property line to protect the Winsper homes from this increased floodingrisk.

The project calls for a six inch curb-gutter for drainage along the access easements. Sincethe access will intersect an existing street, we would like the curb-gutter design to matchthe standards of the Winsper development (18 inch curb-gutter). This will also aid indrainage of excessive runoff in times of heavy rain, and aesthetically would be much moreattractive. This is consistent with the Renton Community Design Element Goals purposeto improve the aesthetics and functionality of existing neighborhoods.

The Valley Vue Project Narrative states “current zoning is R8, 5445 square feet minimumper lot”, yet two of the lots don’t meet this minimum. (Lot 7- 4,796ft, and Lot 8- 4,502 ft.);these therefore do not meet the aforementioned standard. Once the requiredhammerhead turn around is incorporated into the plan, Lot 7 likely will not meet code. Ipropose that these two lots be combined into one lot so that they are similar to incharacter to all the other lots on the project (all other lots are 7,127-7,654 square feet).
The neighbors also discussed the disruption and general loss of peace and enjoymentduring the peak summer months that construction would cause as heavy equipment,trucks, and building materials traveled through the neighborhood bringing noise anddust. The plan calls for working M-F plus Saturday. We request that the developmentNOT occur on the weekends. We would like to preserve our weekends for family and asense of well-being.

Virginia Klaas,
M.D.

618 S 32nd
Place

Renton Wa 98055

(425) 271-6760

3



Clark Close

From: Mary Klaas-Schultz <mklaasschultz@gmaH.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Clark Close
Subject: Valley Vue Proposal Concerns

I object to plan (LUA 14-001040) as proposed because it does not meet the Standard Codes adopted by the City
of Rent-on. I understand that sometimes the Codes can offer a little variance to get a project developed, but
think that this proposal is asking for to many adjustments at the expense of the surrounding community. Each
time a waiver is granted it minimizes the value of Standard Codes and Regulations and sends the message that
the rules can be negotiated. Frankly, I’m shocked to learn that the City helped coordinate this proposal with
the developer. It is the people of Renton that pay the expense in sub-standard developments.

As proposed, it seems that the Valley Vue project would require the following adjustments to use the access
routes proposed;

Private Streets:
o Width should be 26feet, not 24
o Street-Side yard Setback should be l5feetfrom each house, clearly not enough room as the
access easements are only 24 feet.
o Fire Turn around for streets longer than 150 feet, Turnarounds are at the end of a street, not
the top. This is a basic safety element; I think the King County Fire Marshall would agree.
o Required houses to abut a public right-of-way, none of the new proposed house abut a public
street.

In addition, I’m concerned with the proposed density with the known water and drainage issues on this
parcel. Just because the parcel allows for R8, doesn’t mean that it should be built out to the highest infill
allowed, especially if you have to bend all the Codes to make it happen!

I do not object to the parcel being developed, but would like it to be developed with a plan that makes sense
given the constraints of the parcel. It should also be developed within the boundaries of the standard codes
that are in place to ensure the integrity of developments and the safety of the community.

Mare Klaas Schultz
6185 32 Place
Renton, WA., 92055
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Clark Close

From: Richard Perteet <cougarjich@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 11:26 AM
To: Clark Close
Subject: RE: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat - CUA14-001040

Clark, thanks for the rapid response to my request for more information.

I don’t really have time to respond in depth but a few comments:

The survey information is not stampedJsigned by a registered land surveyor. An ALTA survey would beappropriate to identify any encroachments.
• There does not appear to be any pedestrian access (sidewalks). This is an undesirable design thatappears to be dictated by the narrow access reserve from Whisper. I believe that pedestrian accessshould be part of every development.
• ‘There are topographical features that will make the construction of the two access roads virtuallyimpossible without encroaching onto the existing developed properties, especially the proposed easterlyaccess. How high will walls be and how will they be constructed? What safety features will be includedto protect vehicles, pedestrians, and adjacent housing. This should be addressed in the environmentaldocumentation.
• The project narrative states that “Existing fire hydrants in Winspur are within the acceptable distances toserve the subdivision.” The existing hydrants are not show on the plan, nor is there any justification forthe statement.

• RMC states “Private streets are allowed for access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at least two (2) ofthe six (6) lots abut a public right-of-way.” •None of these lots abut a public right-of-way.• The project narrative states that no HOA will be required. There should be an HOA to provide formaintenance of the private roads and drainage systems, and possible participation in the existingWinsper HOA to offset impacts by new residents on the park-like setting maintained by Winsperresidents.
• Applicant has prepared a soils report but relies on generalizations about the site’s soils. Include the soilsreport for the site in the environmental documentation
• Street lighting should be required.
• It is pretty widely acknowledged that extensive underground mining took place in this area. Theenvironmental documentation should include a discussion of this as it may impact the futurehomeowners.
• The discussion in the environmental checklist of “designated and informal recreational opportunities arein the immediate vicinity” does not include the large areas in the adjacent Winsper subdivision. Thoseareas are maintained by the Winsper FIOA, ‘There needs to be a discussion of this resource and thepotential for the proposed subdivision to contribute to its maintenance since their residents willobviously use these area.

Thanks Clark. As you can tell I put this together pretty quickly to meet this afternoon’s deadline but I think I hitthe high points. I will be unable to attend the scheduled public hearing. (BTW, it would be nice if all of theinformation in your attachments was available on-line).
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Rich Perteet

From: CClose(Rentonwa.gov
To: cougar richiithotrnai1.com
Subject: RE: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat - LUAI4-00 1040
Date: Mon, 8 Sep 2014 15:22:59 +0000

Mr. Perteet,

Thank you for your request regarding Valley Vue Preliminary Plat. Attached is some additional information about ValleyVue. The City ol Renton Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has not made a determination on the submittedapplication Once the staff report is complete and a determination has been made the document will be posted to ourwebsite at http://www.rentonwa,govfbusiness/defaultaspx?id=5458

Please lot me know if you need any additional information at this time. Comments based on the Notice of Applicationmust be submitted in writing by 5:00 PM today.
http://www.rentonwa.gov/uploadedFiles/ausinesslcED/PLANNING FORMSJValley%2OVue%2OPP NOA 14-001040.pdf

Thanks again,

Clark H. Close

City of Renton --Current Planning

Associate Planner

From: Richard Perteet [ma tocgigrich @hotmail .comj
Sent: Saturday, September 06, 2014 3:32 PM
To: Clark Close
Subject: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat - LUA14-001040

Are there any more specific documents about the proposal other that what is shown on the map link fromyour web page? There does not seem to be any details of the development, the MDNS, etc. I would like toreview the documentation (on line if possible).

2



Thanks,

Rich Perteet

734532nd St

Renton 98055

Sent from Windows Mail

3



Clark Close

From: Andrea <6gkmimi@comcastnet>
Sent: Monday, September 01, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Clark Close
Subject: FW: Concerning Valley Vue Preliminary Plat f CUA14-001040)

from: Andrea fmaiIto:6gkmimicomcast.nej-j
Sent: Sunday, August 31, 2014 2:42 PM
To: ‘cdose@rentonwqa.gov
Cc: ‘Cvincent(Rentonwa.gov’; ‘mpalmer@rentonwa.gov’
Subject: Concerning Valley Vue Preliminary Plat ( LUA14-001040)

To Whom it May Concern:

As residents of 31 11 Smithers Ave. S. in the Winsper Development, we are very
concerned about the proposal the Valley Vue Development. It appears that a
number of city codes that are currently in place would be waived so that the Valley
Vue homes can be built. These include side yard setbacks, minimum easement
width, emergency access and the requirement for two of the homes to abut a Public
Right of Way. The codes were established for solid reasons and variances should
not be easily granted.

Safety is a paramount concern. Not only would the current properties in Wrnsper,
be dangerously close to the proposed road which would be required for Valley
Vite, but would also be difficult for emergency vehicles to access without an
appropriate turnaround.

I believe that the city needs to adhere to the current standards to protect public
safety and to ensure confidence in the integrity of the planning process.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Andrea and William Smith
425-254-1706
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Denis Law
-

-
V

V Community &Economic Developmerft Department
September $ 2014

-
C.E.”Chip”Vincent,Adniinistrator

Doug Dalen V• V
V

V.721S31St
V

V

-

V
.VV:..V..

V

Renton,WA98055 V V
V

SUBJECT:
V

VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY RAT COMMENT RESPONSE LEHER
LUAI4-001040, ECF, PP, MOD t

V

DearMr. Dalen:
V

V,

V

V

V

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary VPIat; datedSeptember 5, 2014 wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Yourletter/email will be added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing officialand YOU have been added as a party of record.
V

V
V

As a point ofclarification, the City has yet to make a decision ,n the proposal. The
Vapplicant, RAD Holdings LLC, has only made application for PreliminaryPlat and V

V Environmental Review for the subject development and a decision has yet to be made..You received a notice soliciting public comment and these comments are used to help

City staff câmplete a comprehensive

review

which will continue over the coming

month(s).

V

-.
V

V

V

-. V

V

V
There area variety of tree species on theVValléy Vue site, including deciduous andVV

evergreen trees..There are approximately 14% trees over 6inches in diameter on the
V

proposed land to be developed. After dead, diseased or dangerous trees, private access
V

V

V

for Street improvements, critical area deductions, and the minimum requirement to
V V

retain 30%, the applicant Is proposing to maintain 27 trees of the original trees over 6

V

V

V

VV inches in diameter. The applicant is also proposing to plant 66 new trees (minimum
V

V
required replacement trees) at 2” DBH. The proposed tree retention plan identifies nine•

V

V (9) trees to be retained in the critical areas and buffers, four (4) within the NativeGrowth Protection Easement and 23 along o- near the northern property line with theVictoria Park #4 Plat. See attached Tree Retention Worksheet and Proposed TreeCutting/Land Clearing Plan for more iiformation.

This matter was originally scheduled for a public hearing on October 7, 2014 at 12:00
Vp.m., Council Chambers, Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way,Renton. As a party of record, you will be notified when a new public hearing date is set.

EXHIBIT 19Renton City HaIl 1055 South Grady Way Renton, Washington 980



Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please feelfree to contact me at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Shcerely,
-

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

City of Renton Tree Retention Worksheet
Proposed Tree Cutting/Land clearing Plan, Valley Vue Preliminary Plat LUA14-001040

cc: file LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD
-
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Community & Economic Development Department
September 2, 2014 C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Virginia Klaas
618 S 32nd p

Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PREUMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER
LUA1400104O, ECF, PP

Dear Mrs. Klaas:

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated August
26, 2014 wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Your letter/emailwill be added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official and you
have, been added as a party of record.

As a point of clarification, the City has yet to make a decision on the proposal. The
applicant, RAD Holdings LLC, has only made application for Preliminary Plat and
Environmental Review for the subject development and a decision has yet to be made.You received a notice soliciting public comment and these comments are used to help
City staff complete a comprehensive review which will continue over the coming
month(s).

The applicant is requesting a street modification, from the private street requirements
found in Renton Municipal Code fRMC 4-6-060J.2) in order to allow access and
utilization of the existing 24-foot private access tracts (Tract G and Tract H; APN 948575-0570) that were recorded in March 1989 under Winsper Division I Subdivision for futureingress, egress and utilities to Tax Lot No. 28 (the “Valley Vue” parcel). The modificationfrom the twenty six foot (26’) easement for private streets is being requested as a result
of the two foot (2’) deficit, from current Renton Municipal Code, found within Tracts Gand H. The modification request for the private streets will included the minimum
twenty loot (20’) pavement width. Additionally, no sidewalks are required for private
streets; however, drainage improvements pursuant to City Code are required. The City
has the ability to approve the modification, approve with conditions, or deny the
request.

Additional items identified in your email/letter include: fire emergency turnarounds;
side yard setbacks along a Street or access easement; street standards; public safety

Renton City Hall 1055 South Grady Way . Renton,Washington 98057 rentonwa.gov



concerns; drainage issues; curb-gutter design; zoning, density and minimum lot sizes;
and project construction hours.

This matter is tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing on October 7, 2014 at 12:00
p.m., Council Chambers, Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way,
Renton. Please feel free to attend.

Thank you for interest in this project and ii you have any further questions please feel
free to contact me at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

cc: Fi’e LUA14-001040, PP, ECF



Mary Klaas Schultz
618 S 32nU Pt
Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER
LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Dear Ms. Klaas Schultz:

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated
September 3, 2014 wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Your
letter/email will be added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official
and you have been added as a party of record.

As a point of clarification, the City has yet to make a decision on the proposal. The
applicant, RAD Holdings LLC, has only made application for Preliminary Plat and
Environmental Review for the subject development and a decision has yet to be made.
You received a notice soliciting public comment and these comments are used to help
City staff complete a comprehensive review which will continue over the coming
mànth(s).

The applicant is requesting a street modification, from the private Street requirements
found in Renton Municipal Code fRMC 4-6-060i.2) in order to allow access and
utilization of the existing 24-foot private access tracts (Tract G and Tract H; APN 948575-0570) that were recorded in March 1989 under Winsper Division I Subdivision for future
ingress, egress and utilities to Tax Lot No. 28 (the “Valley Vue” parcel). The modification
from the twenty six foot (26’) easement for private streets is being requested as a resultof the two foot (2’) deficit, from current Renton Municipal Code, found within Tracts G
and H. The modification request for the private streets will included the minimum
twenty foot (20’) pavement width. Additionally, no sidewalks are required for private
streets; however, drainage improvements pursuant to City Code are required. The City
has the ability to approve the modification, approve with conditions, or deny the
request.

Additional items identified in your email/letter include: fire emergency turnarounds;
side yard setbacks along a street or access easement; private street standards; and
density.

Denis Law
Mayor

Community & Economic Development Department
September 3, 2014 C.E.’Chip”Vincent, Administrator

/L;/-- \
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This matter is tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing on October 7, 2014 at 12:00
p.m., Council Chambers, Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way,
Renton. Please feel free to attend.

Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please feel
free to contact me at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

cc: File LUA4-001040, ECF, PP, MOD
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Corn munity & Economic Development DepartmentOctober 1, 201% C.E.Chip’Vincent, Administrator

Richard Parteet
i34S32St
Renton. WA 9R055

SU3JECT: ‘FALLE’t VUE PREUMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER
LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Dear Mr. Perteet:

Thank you or your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated September 8,
2014 wherein you raised several concerns regarding the proposed project. your letter/email will
he added to the public record for ccnsideraton by the reviewing official and you have been
added as a party of record.

The applicant, RAD Holdings LLC, has ony made application for Preliminary Plat and
Environmental Review for the subject development and a decision has yet to be made by the
City of aenton. You received a notice scllciting public comment and these comments are used to
help City staff complete d comprehensive review which wll conlinue over the coming monthts).

The following comments are in response to an email sent to the City.

‘ The survey information is not stamped/signed by a registered land surveyor. An ALTA
survey would be appropriate to identify any encroachments.

A tapoaraphic boundary survey was completed by Mitch TS. Evans, professional Land
Surveyor of Axis Survey & Mapping of i(irkland, WA on August 28, 2013, Please see attached.

There does not appear to he any pedestrian access (sidewalks). This is an undeskable
design that appears to be dictated by the narrow access reserve from Winsper. I believe
that pedestrian access should be part of every development.

City street ctannards are subject to Pen ton Municipal Code (RMc,.) 4-6-050. The City of
Pen ton will alan for, design. and construct trol?sportarion projects to appropriately provide
occommodations for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders of all ages and abilities, and
freight and motor vehicles, including the incorporation of such facilities into transportation
plans ano programs. RVIC 4-6-060F.2 Minimum Design Standards for Public Streets and
Alleys requires sidewalks for the following functional classificarions: Principal Arterial. Minor
Arterial, Commercial-Mixed Use, industrial, & Neighborhood Collector Arterial, Commercial
Mixed Use & ThdustrialAccess, Res’identiatAccess, and LumtedResidentioiAccess.Aleys
currently do not require sidewalks according to RMC. Sidewalks may be conditioned by the
Hearing Examiner as part Cf the preliminary plot hearing process.

rCntOfl City I-laD 1055 South tradv ‘flay RentontVashnqton 98057



There are topographical features that will make the construction of the two access roadsvirtually impossible without encroaching onto the existing developed properties,
especially the proposed easterly access. How high will walls he and how will they heconstructed? What safety features will be included to protect vehIcles, pedestrians, and
adjacent housing. This should be addressed in the environmental documentation.

In order for improvements to b constructed withIn the rwo access roads or potentially “ontothe existing developed properties” the City of Renton Hearing Examiner would have to qrai;tthe applicant a modflcatlon from the phvote street standard requirements denaJed in RMC4-6-060] and the property owners would hove to gmat access rights o the deveioper. C/tvStaff will likely not be supportive of the modification hosed on public comments received anddue to the proximity of the proposed toads to existing residential development.
Based on the Grading and Drainage Plan, the keystone retaining wail has a proposed
maximum height of two feet (2’) and the concrete retaining wall has a maximum height offour feet (4’f The applicant is proposing cement concrete vertical curb and putter and a sixfoot (6’) high fence, above the concrete retaining wail, on the east access only These itemsore being addressed as part of the review process.
Staff has reqtiested the app/icon t submit a revised street profile or “Access Hood Section” toreflect a reduction in the road pavement that is compliant with Renton Municipal Code(RMC) 4-6-060K. Proposed SOlUtIOnS that address public safety and screening are encouragedas port of the design and resubrnirtcl process. Please note that staff wi/f address publiccomment, durIng the course of the review, in order to mitigate the associated impacts
between a new shared driveway cad the existing homes within the Whisper DIvision 1Subdivision.

The project narrative states that ‘Existing fire hydrants in Winsper are within the
acceptable distancec to serve the subdivision.? The existing hydrants are not shown on theplan, nor is there any justifkation for the statement,

New hydrants shall be installed per Pen tan’s fire department 5taadards to provide the
required coverage of all lots, 4 minimum of one fire hydrant is required within 300-fet ofthe proposed buildings and two hydrants if the fire flow goes up to 1,500 gpm. Existing firehydrants con be counted toward the requirements as long as they meet current code
including 5-inch starz fittings. A condition of opprova) of the proposed plot, due to existingsteep grades on existing access roadways and proposed dead end streets, will be to have allproposed homes he equipped with approved residential/ire sprinkler systems.

RMC states ‘Private streets are allowed fr access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at leastIwo (2) of the six t6) lots abut a public right-of-way.’ None of these lOtS abut a publicni,’ht of way.

The anpilcant has requested a modificotian from Pen ton MunirThol Code (RMC) to Q1IOWaccess through the existing tracts and is proposing toserve four (4) lots off of each accessroad. Staff has meet with the copUcont to let them know that the existing access easementsdo riot meet the required 25 foot width and would thorn/bra not he compliant with Rh 1C
without a modification. 5roffhas placed the project on hold and requested the appi;canr



resubmit a plot plan that is compliant with the shared driveways stndard of the Hen tonMunicipal Code (RM1 4-E-060K as this would fit within the existing access easement widthof 24 feet and would not require the approval of a modification.

The project narrative states that rio HOA will he required. There should be an HOA to?rovide for maintenance of the private roads and drainage systems, and possibleparticipation in the existing Winsper HOA to nlfset impacts y new residents on the parklike setting rnaintaind by Winsper residents,

Home Owners AssociatIons are typically a condition of preliminary plot approval.

Applicant has prepared a soils report but relies on generalizations about the site’s soils.Include the soIls report for the site in the environmental documentation.

The applicant .cubmirted a Geotechnical Engineering Study by Geotech Consultants, Inc. aspurL of the suornitted materials. The scope of work consisted of exploring site surface andsubsurface conditions, and then developing a report to provide recommendcitions for generalearthwork and design criteria for foundations, retaining walls, and pavements. Thisinformation will be con sedered by The Environmental Review Committee before making aSFPA determination.

street lighting should be required.

LED street lighting meeting City of Pen ton Standards is required.

It Is pretty widely acknowledged that extensive underground mining took pkce in thisarea. The environmental documentation should include a discussion of this as it mayimpact the future homeowners.

City of Renton COR Maps identifies high coalmine hazards roughly 2,250 feet north of theproperty and an unclassified coalmine hazard tooghly 750 south of the subject property. Thesubsurface conditions were explored by Geotech Consultants: Inc. on May 21.. 2014 with asmall excavator, The four test pits found topsoil that had a thickness of about one foot.Below the topsoi Test Pit 2 encountered loose to medium-dense silt with sand. 3elow thissilt in Test Pit 2, and beneath the topsoil in the other expiorotionc, loose to medium-densesilty sand with grovel was encountered. This material included pieces of dense silt in Test PitsI and 2. The silty sand with gravel became medium-dense at a depth of about 2 to 3 feetand dense at a depth of about 4 to lfeet. Th dense silty sand with gravel extended to themaximum depth of the lest pits, 5 to 8.8fet below the cirface. The GeotechnicolEngineering Study would be mode avoiloble to any future property owners so they will beaware of Geotech Consultants, Inc. findings and recommendations. A request for publiciecords may he submetted to the City Clerks, City of Renton, 1055 5. Grady Way, Renton, W405057

The discussion hi the environmental checklist of “designated and informal recreationalo2portunltms tire in the immudiate vicinity’ does not include the large areas in the



adjacent Whisper subdivision. Those areas are maintained by the Whisper HOA. Thereneeds to be a discussion of this resource and the potential for the oreposed subdivision tocontribute to its maintenance since their residents will obviously use these area.

Staff will incorporate this comment into the overall review of the project.

Thank you for interest in this project arid if you have any further questions please feel free tocontact me at 425 43O-729 or ccIosecrentonwa.gov.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

Topographic boundary 5irvay
Grading and Drainage Plan

cc: file LUA14-001040, C(F, PP, MDC
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Community & Economic Development Department
September 2, 2014 C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Andrea and William Smith
3111 Smithers Ave S
Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PL.AT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER
LUA14-001040, ECF, PP

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Smith:

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated
September 1, 2014 wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Your
letter/email will be added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official
and you have been added as a party of record.

As a point of clarification, the City has yet to make a decision on the proposal. The
applicant, RAD Holdings LLC, has only made application for Preliminary Plat and
Environmental Review for the subject development and a decision has yet to be made.
You received a notice soliciting public comment and these comments are used to help
City staff complete a comprehensive review which will continue over the coming
month(s).

The applicant is requesting a Street modification, from the private street requirements
found in Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060J.2) in order to allow access and
utilization of the existing 24-foot private access tracts (Tract G and Tract H; APN 94$575-
0570) that were recorded in March 1989 under Winsper Division I Subdivision for future
ingress, egress and utilities to Tax Lot No. 28 (the “Valley Vue” parcel). The modification
from the twenty six foot (26’) easement for private streets is being requested as a result
of the two foot (2’) deficit, from current Renton Municipal Code, found within Tracts G
and H. The modification request for the private streets will included the minimum
twenty foot (20’) pavement width. Additionally, no sidewalks are required for private
streets; however, drainage improvements pursuant to City Code are required. The City
has the ability to approve the modification, approve with conditions, or deny the
request.

This matter is tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing on October 7, 2014 at 12:00
p.m., Council Chambers, Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way,
Renton. Please feel free to attend.

Renton City Hall • 1055 South Grady Way • Renton, Washington 98057 • rentonwa.gov



Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please feel
free to contact me at 425-430-7289 or ccloserentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Since rely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

cc: File LUA14-001040, ECF, PP



Clark Close
EXHIBIT 20from: Chip Vincent

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 11:27 AM
To: Clark Close
Cc: Vanessa Dolbee
Subject: FW: Valley Vue

FYI.

From: Mark Peterson
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:55 AM
To: Chip Vincent
Subject: FW: Valley Vue

I received this over the weekend.

Mark Peterson
Fire Chief/Emergency Services Administrator
City of Renton Fire & Emergency Services Dept.
1055 S. Grady Way
Renton, WA 98057
425.430.7033
mapeterson@rentonwa.gov

From: ‘virginia klaas’ [mailto:vklaas4@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 10:11

VTo: Mark Peterson
Cc: vklaas4comcast, net
Subject: Valley Vue

Fire Chief Peterson,

I am writing to you regarding an mull project being proposed behind my house in the Wi.nsper development(Valley Vue project LUAI4-001040). I previously had correspondence with Fire Chief Corey Thomas a yearago, however at that time the 11111 project proposal had not yet been submitted and a project number had notbeen assigned. On August 1, 2014 a new application! proposal was filed. The new ptan has a higher densitydevelopment, and I am very concerned about the safety elements. I understand that this project is now beingreviewed for emergency access and would ask that you consider some of my concerns when you review thisproject.

The proposal calls for eight new houses to he accessed from two 24 foot easements and developed into a
private street/driveway from the Winsper development, both longer than 150 feet - The easement to Tract C

1



(west) borders my property line and parallels my driveway on the west side. I am concerned because theproposal does not meet the minimum private road easement of 26 feet, or the minimum side yard-street set backof I 5feet, which is the requirement in R$ zoning. This access is to have a 20 foot paved surface flanked with sixinch gutters because the property has a drainage issue. The access abuts my entire eastern property line for lt)()feet. As proposed, it would be within seven feet of my living room bay window, and two feet from the side ofmy backyard fence, before arriving at the new houses. The access than continues for an additional 76 ICet, tosolely serve the four house that are being proposed in Tract C. You may notice that the plans for this I 76ftaccess street/driveway does not have the required turn around for emergency vehicles.

I am very concerned with the lack of setback from the paved vehicle path and my house. The angle of mydriveway could easily be mistaken thr this access by a vehicle. I am terrifIed that a car will run off the road rightinto my house! There is no planned planter strip, sidewalk, lighting or retaining wall on my side of the proposed‘private street1’!

My understanding from reviewing the Planning Code is that the Winsper easements can not meet coderequirements for either a private street. or a private driveway. I am adamantly opposed to granting a variance onrequired setbacks, easements and fire access. Doing so degrades the integrity of the Codes and puts that publicat risk. Public safety should not be sacrificed to prevent urban sprawl and support dense infill projects.

This parcel has been accessed off Talbot Road for over 40 years with an existing 20 foot access road. Thedeveloper suggested that the topography was to steep for fire access. Flowceer, the garbage truck has noproblem making the hill, and the GeoTech report states that the lot has an average of six percent grade. Inaddition, it’s the same grade/hill the Winsper development is on.

1 would like to propose that from a safety stand point, it seems prudent to have the Talbot access serve assecondary fire access, and to develop the easements in Winsper as private drives, with 16 foot paved flanked bythe style of gutters in the Winsper development, with keystone walls on each side to define the access and offerprotection to the abutting homes.

Thank you for your consideration, please call me if you would like a yard tour, or have ideas that may addresssome of my concerns. I’m seriously wondering if I should sell my home of 20 years.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Virginia Klaas MD
618 S 32nd Place
Renton, Wa. 98055
vklaas4iicomcastnet This email request originated from the following link: http://rentonwa.gov/fire/
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Mr. Bob Ferguson, Attorney General
P0 Box 40100
Olympia, WA 98504-0100 RECEIVED

AUG 25Z014
August 21, 2014

OF RENION
PtANN1NG DIvtSON

Dear Mr. ferguson:

I am writing to ask for your support of the Renton Whisper Community request that no variances

to access he allowed e Renton Planning Department on the proposed Valley Vue project

(LUA 14-001040). 1 understand that local planning decisions arc not something usually

reviewed by the Attorney General, however, a process that routinely allows variances of adopted

municipal codes and development standards does not meet the publi.c expectation that codes and

regulations to protect them are in place, and are enforced.

Briefly, the parcel, zoned R8, is a 1.99 net acres (100 by 1,000 feet) lot with an approximately 76

foot drop in topography from the eastern wetland to Talbot Road on the west. This parcel is

currently improved with two houses that have been accessed off Talbot Road with a private

easement on the southern property line for over 50 years. The plan is to leave the existing

western house on a .55 acre parcel, and develop eight new homes, behind the Winsper

Development on the remaining 1.44 acres. These new homes will be accessed by two 24 foot

easements which run between existing homes in the Winsper Community.

The proposed plan falls short on a nmnber of significant issues involving safety, access and

drainage and puts an inequitable burden on the Winsper Community. As presented, the project

simply does not meet a number of City codes, including side yard setbacks, minimum easement

width, emergency access and the requirement for two of the homes to abut a Public Right of
Way. At only 24 feet wide, neither of the easements from Winsper meets the minimum 26 foot

easement required to accommodate the planned “private street”. However, it does appear the

easements could meet the 16 foot easement requirement for a 12 foot paved “shared driveway”,

each of which could serve 3 houses. I went to City flail to discuss these problems with the City

Planner and was to]d that the developer would simply need to submit for a variance. I am

dismayed that this is the proposal that was coordinated with the City planner and developer and I

am appalled at the disregard for City Code.

The previous proposal had the development accessed off Talbot, but was changed to
accommodate the density inflil requirement. [t’s interesting to note that the City density

calculation includes the entire 1.99 net acres, instead of the 1.44 acre which is really being

developed. I have been told that the developer abandoned the existing southern access easement

on 6/27/2014, just before submitting this latest proposal. I would hate to think this was an act of

strategy collusion to get the project through, hut really what other compelling reason could there

be to abandon an easement that has served for over 50 years, before the other property is

developed?

EXHIBIT 21



The front eastern edge of my driveway a long
$ 32nd Place is just over one foot from the access
casement property line (see picture). The plan is to
pave a 20 foot street with an additional 6 inch gutter . -

on each side. A keystone wall is proposed for the
east side, leaving about one foot on each side. ‘This
plan results in considerably less than the 15 foot
street-side yard setback required in R8 zone. My
living room bay window is about 7 feet from the
proposed street. I am terrified that a driver may
mistake my driveway for the access road and hit my
house! There are no provisions for a safety/privacy
barrier, planting strip, sidewalk or other buffer zone on my side. How can this possibly be

considered good planning?

In closing, I would like to stress that I am not opposed to this property being developed or

accessed off the Winsper Community. What I object to is the apparent indifference to the

standards that are in place to protect public safety and development integrity. I have looked at

the decision criteria used in granting discretionary variances and think that this proposal fails to

meet criteria. Granted variances are to be minimal. Surely, the City of Renton does not place a

higher value on urban sprawl prevention, than it does on public safety.

Private street standards were reviewed at the July 16, 2014 Renton Planning Commission

meeting and a proposal to change the Code is in process. The staff report suggested that private

streets are generally undesirable and do not provide elements such as sidewalks, landscaping,

and create dead-end streets, which reduces connectivity in residential neighborhoods. They also

noted that maintenance is an issue and often repairs are neglected. This could potentially he

detrimental to the Winsper Community and our HOA dues would not cover repairs of a private

street. I appeal to the State for support to ensure that thc codes and regulations adopted to

protect public safety are adhered to.

Sincerely,

Virginia Klaas, M.D.
618 S 32 Place
Renton, WA 98055
(425) 272-6760

cc.. Denis Law, Renton Mayor,
Charles Vincent, Director, Department of Community and Economic Development (CED)

Jennifer Henning, Director, CED, Planning Division
Vanessa Doihee, Manager, CED. Planning Division
Marcie Palmer, Council Member, Planning and Development Committee
[Jon Persson, President, .Renton City Planning Council



Renton Community Design Goals Amended

(09/19/11/partial list)

Purpose Statement: The purpose of the Community Design Element is to establish policies that set standards for
high quality development, improve the aesthetics and functionality of existing neighborhoods and commercial
areas, and guide the development of new neighborhoods that are part of a better community.

Recognizing that the exceptional quality of life in Renton is dependent upon a strong local economy, these
policies are intended to further that economic health. They are based on the belief that a positive image and
high quality development attracts more of the same.

Goals:

1. To raise the aesthetic quality of the City,
2. To strengthen the economy through high quality development, and
3. To ensure that a high quality of life is maintained as Renton evolves.

Goals that Conflict with proposed Valley Vue Development proposal:

Policy CD-16. Project design, including location of access and dimensions of yards
and setbacks, should address privacy and quality of life on existing improved portions

)c of sites. Rear and side yard setbacks should be maintained and not reduced to
facilitate increased density.

Policy CD-17. Setbacks and other development standards should not be reduced on
newly platted lots through modification or variance to facilitate increased density.

Policy CD-44. Development should be designed (e.g. site layout, building orientation,
setbacks, landscape areas and open space, parking, and outdoor activity areas) to
result in a high quality development as a primary goal, rather than to maximize
density as a first consideration.

Policy CD-45. Interpret development standards to support new plats and infihl project
designs that address privacy and quality of life for existing residents
lV9AmenUed 09/19/11

Policy CD-46. Variances to development standards should not be granted to facilitate
additional density on an infill site.

Policy CD-47. New plats proposed at higher densities than adjacent neighborhood
developments may be modified within the allowed density range to reduce conflicts
between old and new development patterns. However, strict adherence to older
standards is not required.

Policy CD-56. Office sites and structures should be designed (e.g. signage; building
height, bulk and setback; landscaping; parking) to mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent
land uses.



RECEIVED

Mayor Denis Law
Renton City Hall
1055 5. Grady Way
Renton, WA 98057

August 26, 2014

Dear Mayor Law,

AUG 282014

MAYOR’S OFFiCE

I have been a happy resident of the Winsper development in Renton for over 20 years and have contributed too many community events
and causes. I have worked at Valley Medical Center for 19 years and have been a good citizen and neighbor. I have had little opportunity
or need to work with City government until reenHy.

Unfortunately, my first exposure has not been good, and t am left to believe that we have system of non-transparency, standard codes that
aren’t worth the paper they are written on, and maybe even inappropriate use of power/collusion. I know this sounds a bit over the top, but
honestly, the more I learn, the more concerned I become, so I am appealing to you as the leader of Renton.

1 first went to City Hall and the Planning Department to get more information regarding a proposed infill project abutting my property in
early 2013. Gerry Wasser, the Senior Planner, was very helpful explaining the application process and assuring rue that I woutd be notified
in mail if the proposal went forward and would have an opportunity to comment I asked to be kept in the inform ation loop because I had a
vested interest. The original proposal never moved forward, and 1 never heard from the Planning Department

Tn July, 1 contacted the Planning Department because there was new activity on the abutting parcel, and I suspected that the proposal was
moving forward. Indeed, a new proposal with denser infill had been submitted (Valley Vue Preliminary Plat fLUA14-00 1040). Gerry Wasser
had retired, and Clark Close, Associate Planner, woutd be the project contact. After reviewing the development proposal, I had numerous
concerns regarding access, setbacks, toad development, and emergency access. The nine house development would be served by two 24
foot access roads between existing houses in the Winsper development The proposal is to pave 20 feet of the 24 foot easement on a 176
foot long road, and waive or allow variances on street-side yard setback, street width, and even fire access codes. I asked the Mr. Close
how this proposal could meet the standard codes and was shocked to find that very liberal interpretation of codes, and variances to allow
an infill project that meets density requirements were standard procedures, not just an occasional exception to the rules.

I Jive in one of the Winsper houses that abut an access easement.
Here’s a picture of my house and the proposed access into 9ract
C of the Valley Vue development I am very concerned if variances
are allowed on the street standards required in Code 4-6-060, a car
will drive tight into my house. Please note the yellow lot lines, street
curve, and the impact to my yard, ftont, side yard and back. The lot
line crosses into my driveway, and is less than a foot away from my
walkway, and roof line. My living room bay window is within a couple
of feet of this proposed new street as well, yet there seems to be a
willingness to waive codes and not require elements to protect
safety and development integrity. This seems to contradict the
reason for having codes and the Renton Community Design
Elements Goals, and does not meet the public expectation that
codes and regulations to protect them are in place, and are
enforced.

I asked Mt. Close about the following specific standards found in Ordinance NO 5517, referencing minimum street standards, that you
signed into law to ensure good development and safety standards in 2009;

• 4-6-060]- Private streeb 26 foot easement, 15 foot street-sideyard sethack, serve six or fewer houses, provided at least 2 of the
six abut public right of way and there is a fire turn around for streets longer than 150 feet. (The proposal doesn’t meet any of
these standards.)

[wHous8s_j:

EXHIBIT 22



• 4-6-060-H- Dead end streets: limited Application: Cul-de-sac and dead end streets are timited in application and may only be
permitted by the Reviewing Olficiat where, due to demonstrable physical constraints, no future connection to a larger street
pattern is physically possible. (Con nection to a larger street (Talbot) is possible, and is how the property was accessed tot 50
years.)

• 4-6-060K: Shared driveways: 16 foot easement minimum, 12 foot paved maximum, can serve up to four lots, up to 3 lots as
emergency access additional lots must front a street, minimum turnaround requirements for length more than 150 feet. (These
easements could meat these standards by reducing the number of houses served from 4, to 3 which would leave room for the
required turnaround as well. It the developer still wanted 9 tots, a third access off of Talbot could accomplish this, as well as
provide a secondary fire access.) This alternative would be a much safer option for the public and Winsper Community.

1 was told that an amendment to 4-6-060 standards was currently being reviewed, because Private Streets have become a maintenance
issue and undesirable access, so the code is now up for interpretation. The standard codes that I thought were in place to regulate and
offer safety, are in fact negotiablel

Frustrated with the Planning Department, I decided to appeal to the Fire Chief, Mark Peterson, who would review the project to ensure that
the proposal meets fire code, Clearly, it does not. I sent a teller detailing my concerns about road width and length, abutting houses, and
required turn around. Chief Peterson indicated that as the City has interpreted it, the project meets code because the paved road is 20
feet, and the tire turnaround is being proposed as the Winsper cul-de-sac on 32’ Place. Street setback requirements and abutting houses
are beyond the tire code review. I asked If having a turnabout at the beginning of the road instead of the end was standard fire code. He
indicated that they don’t like the situation, but it meets the technical aspects of the Fire Code. The idea that it is OK to have fire personal
run 176 feet down a road for emergency access is ridiculous, and accepting it as ‘meets codes is a mockery of the standard codes put in
place to protect the people.

I decided to contact the King County Fire Marshall to see if this really did meet Fire Codeicing County apparently is not as liberal with
code interpretation as Renton. However, Renton is not part of unincorporated King County and does not report to the County Fire
Marshall, rather to the City Mayor along with other local government entities. I am appealing to you with frustrated concern regarding the
liberal interpretation of basic standard codes, which puts the public at risk for a dangerous accident and can lead to the public perception of
misuse of government authoiity and power. I don’t jump to this conclusion easily, but have seen numerous instances within this one
proposal that points me in that direction including;

• The original project proposal was accessed off Talbo but was changed by the City to accommodate the density infill requirement (As
per my conversation with Mc. Close 8/8/2014). It’s interesting to note that the City density calculation inctudes the entire 1.99 net
acres, instead of the 1.44 acre which is realty being developed. The developer had mentioned that access from Talbot would not
meat fire codes because of a steep grade, but in fact the average grade is 6%. The garbage truck has used the Talbot access lot
years to deliver service to rear house about 400 feet east of Talbot. -

• I have been told that the developer abandoned the existing southern access easement on 612712014, just before submitting this latest
proposal. It is easy to perceive this as an act of strategy collusion to get the project through. I can’t think of any other reason reason to
abandon an easement that has served for over 50 years, before the other property is developed.

• The Fire Chief should have authority to interpret the fire codes and best emergency access to ensure public safety. The City
suggesting that a turnaround at the top of the existing street is adequate is inappropriate and could be construed as tainting the
review. The lac that the Fire Chief acknowledges it’s an ongoing problem they don’t like, but feel powerless to stop; compounded
with not meeting the standard in the rest on King County, indicates there is an issue.

Mayor Law, please continue to support the standards that you signed into law, and review how the standard codes are being applied and
enforced by addressing this issue and clarifing the decision criteria for granting Code variances ford. 4835) so that variances are only
granted as an exception to the rule and minimal, not as tool to make a project fit where it shouldn’t

Sin rely,

Virginia Klaas, MU
618 $ 32 Place
Renton, WA 98055
(425) 271-6760



Project No. LUA 14— 001040, ECF, PP Project Name: Valley Vue Preiminary Plat
ECiVED

To: Dennis Law, City of Renton Mayor 5E 09
1055 South Grady Way

MAYOR’S OFFICE:
Renton, WA 98055

We the residents of Winsper agree with the attached concerns regarding the Valley Vue(Lual4-001040) project. There are several Codes which are not being met in this project which puts
unfair burden on the Winsper Community. We also note that the City has not even followed their
own stated Development design policies.

1) We all agree, we want NO VARIANCES to the Code on this project, this puts us at risk for a
dangerous event.

2) We want no project development/building on Saturdays. This project will bring much noise,
large trucks and lots of dust and dirt into our living space during prime summertime. We wish to
preserve the weekends for our families and quality life/peace of mind.

3) We request that the developer provide appropriate barriers between the development and the
existing lots. This should include a planting strip, keystone barrier or other fence between each
of the houses along the easement and the access.

4) More traffic on these streets will put our children at risk for a dangerous accident.

5) Parked trucks during the development will reduce parking of residents’ cars and reduce space
for passing

6. The speed of emergency vehicles will put our children at risk and cause accidents.

7. The noise caused by trucks and working personnel will affect our children

8) The dust and moisture caused by this work will affect our health; family membePwith severe
asthma

9) Five (5) city codes are being violated, See attachment A.

10) Our new pavement will be damaged, such as pot holes, which will cause damage to our
vehicles.

11) Property values of affected home owners.

12) Drainage issue with removal of trees and shrubs, See attachment C

13) Street lighting if existing light pole was removed, See attachment C

A list of Winsper residents supporting our concerns are contained in Attachment B.

.._\p,’,v\p ‘•),1 i L/) EXHIBIT 23



Attachment A

City codes not met:

1) A private street requires a 26ff easement, both of these are only 24ff. Decreasing the easement
means there is not enough room for proper safety buffers like a planting strip or fence

2) Code requires that 2 of the houses are on a “publlc right of way”...all of the houses are behind
Winsper..not a single an is on the “public right of way”

3) A street over 150 ft requires a turn around for emergency access....af hammerhead or cul de
sac)The City is saying the pre-existing cul-Uesac 2nd is the turn around...that works for the
truck BEFORE they enter the 176ff long “private street”...but what about AFTER they drive down
the road...how does the truck turn around? Are they saying it needs to back-up? Or are
theysaying they need to park on the 32 Cul-de- sac and run 176ff down the road to the
emergency? This is ridiculous!

4) This is ZONE RBJt means max 8 houses per acre: anyway zone $ requires a 15ff sideyard to
street set back. None of the Whisper homes along these easements will have that..in fact if you
were to give 15ff from the house..the upper easement would only have 2ff left to build a road I
This is a matter of safety and privacyl If we are in our sideyard..we are at risk to get run oven This
plan does not give us an appropriarte buffer from the street.

5) Codes says no Street should be closer than 5 ft from a driveway. At 32” Place the easement is
less than lit away...a car could easily mistake the driveway for the street and run into the house.

The property appears to.meet code for a “shared driveway”, which requires a
16 foot easement, a maximum 12 foot wide driveway, and can serve as
emergency access to 3 homes. If the City wants more houses on the property,
the property could also be accessed off Talbot with either a private street or
shared driveway. This is the way this property has been accessed for about
50 years and this is the access initially proposed by the developer. It was the
City who pushed the developer to access through Whisper.
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From: Ginny [maUto:vkJaas4@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:00 PM
To: Jay B Covington
Subject: Disregard & City Codes by those entrusted to administer the Code

Dear Mr. Covington,

My understanding is that the City Chief Administrative Officer is the provider of
leadership and ensuring that city departments carry out the city’s mission,
business plan, policies and guidelines as adopted by the Renton City Council,
and ensuring consistency between Renton and regional decisions. I would
think that part of this responsibility would apply to ensuring local government
procedure for administrating the Standard Codes, approved by City Council,
and signed into law by the Mayor, were followed. If this is not the case, please
let me know whom I can address my concerns to.

After 20 years of living in Renton, I have recently had my first experience with
local planning, and am alarmed to find a process that routinely and liberally
allows variances of adopted municipal codes and development
standards. This does not meet the public expectation that codes and
regulations to protect them are in place, and will be enforced. I am appealing
to you as the Chief Administrative Officer to review this process and asking
that when variances are allowed that they be minimal, adhere to the decision
criteria, and that multiple variances are not allowed on a single project. I am
also concerned that non-biased and independent review be allowed by the
Fire Chief, which is consistent with the Fire Code application in the rest of
King County.

My concerns are based on my dealing with the Planning Department
regarding Valley Vue Preliminary Plat (LUA14001040.) As presented, the
project does not meet a number of City Codes, including side yard setbacks,
minimum easement width, emergency access, and the requirement for two ofthe homes to abut a Public Right of Way. I went to City Hall to discuss these
problems and was told that the developer would simply need to submit for avariance. I am dismayed that this is the proposal that was coordinated with
the City planner and developer and I am appalled at the disregard for City
Code and that variances are allowed so liberally, not as an exception to the
rule. I counted at least five variances that would be allowed for the plan to go
through as proposed, and many of them compromise public safety.

I am very concerned with this proposal and the notion that these five
variances may be allowed. Here’s a picture of my house and the proposed
access to the Valley Vue development. This 24 foot easement is to have 20
feet paved to serve 4 houses. Please note the yellow lot lines, street curve,
and the impact to my yard, front, side yard and back. The Jot line crosses into



my driveway, and is less than a foot away from my walkway, and roof line. My
living room bay window is withIn a couple of feet of this proposed new street
as well, yet there seems to be a willingness to waive width and setback codes
and not require elements to protect safety (barrier walls). This type of
allowance is setting me up to have a car join my living room furniture! Why
would this even be considered? It’s not a good plan.

I talked to Fire Chief, Mark Peterson, about my concerns of access width and
length, abutting houses, and required turn around. Chief Peterson indicated
that as the City has interpreted it, the project meets code because the paved
road is 20 feet wide, and the fire turnaround is being proposed as an existing
cul-de-sac on 32 Place. None of the new houses are on this cul-de-sac; in
fact it is more than 120 feet from the closest proposed new home! To be clear,
the proposed turn around is NOT at the end of the proposed new dead end
road. I asked if having a turnabout at the beginning of the road instead of the
end was standard fire code. He indicated that they don’t like the situation, but
it meets the technical aspects of the Fire Code. The idea that it is OK to have
fire personal run 176 feet down a road for emergency access is ridiculous,
and accepting it as “meets code” is a mockery of the standard codes put in
place to protect the people.

I note that access to this property appears to meet code for a shared
driveway, which requires a 16 foot easement, a maximum 12 foot wide
driveway, and can serve as emergency access to 3 homes. If the City wants
more houses on the property, the property could also be accessed off Talbot
with either a private street or shared driveway. This is the way this property
has been accessed for about 50 years.

In closing, I would like to state that I am not opposed to this property being
developed or accessed off an access by my house. What I object to is the
seemingly flagrant disregard to the standards that are in place to protect
public safety and development integrity. Liberal application of variances and
code interpretation undermines the regulations put in place to protect the
integrity of our beautiful City. Surely, the City of Renton does not place a
higher value on urban sprawl prevention, than it does on public safety.

Sincerely, /

Virginia Klaas MD

(425)271-6760



Mr. Vincent,

Recently the Winsper neighbors gathered to review the Valley Vue plan fLUA 14-001040). As discussed duringmy meeting with Clark on 8/8)2014, the neighbors feel the proposed plan falls short on a number of significantissues involving safety, access and drainage.

The neighbors discussed the following five items that do not meet City Codes;

1) The two access “private streets” coming off the Winspec Development. These proposed toads would be solelyfor the purpose of serving the four houses in Valley Vue behind the existing homes in Winsper. City Code (4-6-060 J) states: Private streets are allowed for access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at least two (2) of the six (6)lots abut a public right-of-way. None of the new lots will abut a public right of way. These new roads provide noservice to the pie-existing homes in Winsper.

2) City Code 4-6-060 J.2. states: Minimum Standards: Such private streets shall consist of a minimum of a twentysix foot (26’) easement with a twenty foot (20’) pavement width. The two easements indicated on the platt mapare 24 feet wide and do not meet the minimum City Code standard.

3) Both proposed private roads are longer than 150 feet, and neither appears to have the required turn around forFire and Emergency vehicles. Ordinance 5517 states that streets 150-300ft in length must have a dedicatedhammerhead turnaround or cul-de-sac. I spoke to Fire Chief, Corey Thomas, last year and he indicated that thisis an issue.

4) The front eastern edge ofy driveway a long S 32nd Place is just over one foot from the access easementproperty line. This does not allow for the five foot required setback. I am terrified that a driver may mistake mydriveway for the access road and run right into my house. There are no provisions for a safety/privacy barrier,planting strip, sidewalk or other buffer zone on my side of the easement.

5) The City of Renton memorandum date January 3, 2013, and substantiated in the City Codes ‘GeneralOrdinances of the City of Renton (4-1-1 WA, and Ordinance 5676), as well as the King County Urban andResidential Zoning Document, requires a minimum sideyard-street setback of 15 feet. 1 wrote to Gerry Wasserabout this in 2013 and he stated: 7he reciuired setbacks for Zone-8 are: Sidevards- 5 feet. except 15 feet forsideyards along a street or access easement.”

Several of the neighbors have noted that neither of the easements are wide enough to accommodate a 15 footsideyard-street setback from the existing houses, and still have the space needed for a 20 foot road. Variances toaccommodate a road for vehicle traffic would be dangerous to the residents of the abutting houses given thecurrent five foot (or less) sideyard setback.

Ordinance 5517 and 4-6-060 specifically state that the codes are intended to establish design standardsand development requirements for street improvements to insure reasonable and safe access to public andprivate properties. Allowing variances of these standards, compromises the integrity and value of the City Codes,and exposes the community to reckless hazards. Not having a basic safety element in street standards to protectpedestrians and homeowners sets a poor precedence and puts the public at risk. This places an unfair burden onthe residents of Winsper,

The original Dees plan called for access off of Talbot Road, not off the Winsper easements. Frankly, given thenumerous variances that would be required to gain access from the Winsper easements, and the multiple safetyconcerns, retaining the access to the property where it has always been off Talbot Road, seems the prudentchoice and would require the least amount of variances. I know that Clark had indicated that the Talbot accesswas a problem because a “Private Road” can serve as access for a maximum of six lots, and that since the ValleyVue lot is 2.3 acre, six houses would not meet the minimum requirement to mitigate against “urbansprawl’. Surely, City Code does not place a higher value on urban sprawl prevention, than it does on publicsafety.

I understand that at the 7/1612014 Renton Planning Commission meeting a proposal was made to change thecode for Private street standards because they are generally undesirable and do not provide elements such as



sidewalks, landscaping, and create dead-end streets, which reduces connectivity in residential neighborhoods,and are maintenance issues. The proposal was to only allow private driveways and completely delete privateroads from the City Code. The access easements off Winsper do appear to meet the current Code for a “shareddriveway’ which requires a minimum 16 foot easement and maximum 12 foot paved driveway, each of whichcould serve as primary emergency access for 3 homes.

In addition to the access issues, there are numerous drainage issues that the neighbors are concerned about. Iwasn’t surprised to see that the geotechnical report indicated that the drainage issues on the property weresignificant enough to requite mitigation and disclosure to anyone purchasing one of the new lots. They alsorecommended that; ““Geotech Consultants, Inc. should be allowed to review the final development plans to verifythat the recommendations presented in this report are adequately addressed in design. ...We recommendincluding this report, in its entirety, in the prolect contract documents. This report should also be provided to anyfuture property owners so they will be aware of our findings and recommendations.”

The owners of Winsper already know that there is a problem with drainage from this property, in fact, there is overa 32 foot drop from the rear of tract B (wetlands) to the rear of Tract C (storm drain). Due to the issues on theproperty, two houses in Winsper that abut the southern property line have already experienced flooding in yardsand under the homes due to excessive run off from that property. Many of us installed french drains and sumppumps at our own cost to mitigate the issue. My drainage system lies along the boundary between the east sideof my property and the easement, and will likely be destroyed during development. With the increase ofimpervious surface, storm water runoff wilt no doubt increase is well. Please request that the new drainagesystem be installed along the property line to protect the Winsper homes from this increased flooding risk.

The project calls for a six inch curb-gullet for drainage along the access easements. Since the access willintersect an existing street, we would like the curb-gutter design to match the standards of the Winsperdevelopment (18 inch curb-gutter), This will also aid in drainage of excessive runoff in times of heavy rain, andaesthetically would be much more attractive. This is consistent with the Renton Community Design ElementGoals purpose to improve the aesthetics and functionality of existing neighborhoods.

The Valley Vue Project Narrative states “current zoning is R8, 5445 square feet minimum pet lot’, yet two of thelots don’t meet this minimum, (Lot 7- 4,796ft. and Lot 8-4,502 ft.); these therefore do not meetthe aforementioned standard. Once the required hammerhead turn around is incorporated into the plan, Lot 7likely will not meet code. I propose that these two lots be combined into one lot so that they are similar to incharacter to all the other lots on the project fall other lots are 7,127-7,654 square feet).

The neighbors also discussed the disruption and general loss of peace and enjoyment during the peak summermonths that construction would cause as heavy equipment, trucks, and building materials traveled through theneighborhood bringing noise and dust. The plan calls for working M-F plus Saturday. We request that thedevelopment NOT occur on the weekends. We would like to preserve our weekends for family and a sense ofwell-being.

Virginia Klaas, M.D.
618 S 32 Place
Renton, WA 98055
(425) 272-6760

cc:
Jennifer Henning, Director, CED, Planning Division
Vanessa Dolbee, Manager, CED, Planning Division
Clark Close, Associate Planner, CED, Planning Division
Steve Lee, CED, Development Engineering Plan Review
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Application Date: August 1, 2014 Site Address: 3106 & 3112 Talbot Rd S Renton, WAName: Valley Vue
98055-5023

Plan — Planning Review
Engineering Review Comments Vicki Grover I 425-430-7291 I vgrover@rentonwa.govRecommendations: have reviewed the application for Valley Vue Preliminary Plat and have the following comments:EXISTING CONDITIONS
WATER The site is located in the Talbot Hill 350 hydraulc water pressure zone. There is an existing 8 inch water mainin S. 32nd Place and there are 2 existing ¾ inch domestic water. meters serving the existing homes.SEWER There is an 8 inch sewer main in S. 32 Place (Winsper) and an 8 inch sewer main located neat the northwest ofthe site.
STORM There are drainage improvements in S. 32nd Place.

CODE REQUIREMENTS
Water
1. Need to show the existing water service for 3106 Talbot Road South.
2. System development fee for water is based on the size of the new domestic water meter(s) that will serve each newlot. Fee for a 1 inch water meter install is $2,809.00. Credit will be giving to the existing home.3. Fee for a 1 inch water meter installed by the City is $3,770.00.
4. New hydrants shall be installed per Rënton’s fire department standards to provide the required coverage of all lots.5. A separate domestic water service meter will be required for each lot with a minimum size of 1 inch along withrequired backflow prevention assembly.
6. This project is subject to water special assessment district no. $406 depending on fire flow demand. For a lire flowdemand of 1,500 gpm or less, the special assessment is $0.034/sq ft of property, plus $16.00/front foot along theproperty frontage on Talbot Rd S.

Sewer
1. Need to show the existing side sewer connection for 3106 Talbot Road South.
2. System development fee for sewer is based on the size of the new domestic water(s) that will serve each new lot.Sewer fee for a ¾ inch water or 1 inch meter install is $1,812.00.
3. Existing septic system(s) will be required to be abandoned in accordance with King County Department of Health.

SURFACE WATER
1. A drainage plan and drainage report dated, December, 2013 was submitted by LDA (Land Development Advisors).The report complies with the 2009 King County Surface Water Manual and the City of Renton Amendments to theKCSWM, Chapters 1 and 2. All core requirements and special requirements are included in the report. This site fallswithin the Flow Control Duration Standard, Forested Conditions.

• The Basin Map Figure 3.1 — Please revise the areas to match the Preliminary Plat Map areas. Account for bothdrainage basins in the tables and on the figure.
• Please discuss the existing house to the west that will remain as part of the development. Will the existing culvertsbe maintained through construction? Where does the runoff currently go? Where does the roof drainage go?Etc Show on drawing.
a The westerly portion of the access road that comes 3ff of Talbot Road South by passes the proposed treatmentfacility (wet pond) near the existing house needs to be addressed. Plense review Page 1 66 1.2.$.2.D in the City ofRenton’s Amendments to the King County Surface VVter Design Manual._______________________________________

Ran: May 11, 2015
Page 1 of 5EXHIBIT 25



ADVISORY NOTES TO APPLICANT LUA14-001040
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Engineering Review Comments Vicld Grover 425-430-7291 vgtover@reflt0nWa.goV• Please summarize the dimensions and volume for each of the detention and the water quality components of thevault.
• Include backwater analysis for the conveyance system in your final T1R submittal.
• A declaration of covenant will be required for the storm water facilities.
• Pave roadway off of Talbot Road South at 12 ft. in width for access to the storm water tract.2. A geotechnical report for the site dated May 27, 2014 was submitted by Geotech Consultants Inc. Information onthe water table and soil permeability, with recommendations regarding foundation footing drains and waterproofing,retaining walls, slabs on grade, excavations and slopes and pavement areas. Infiltration of storm runoff is notrecommended. Please update the report to address the proposed storm water vault not a storm water detention pond.3. Surface Water System Development fee is $1,120 per new lot. This is payable prior to issuance of the constructionpermit. Credit will be given for one existing home.

EROSION CONTROL
1. An Erosion Control Plan is to be submitted with the civil plans. Erosion Control shall be installed and monitored inaccordance with Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the KCSWM.
2. A Construction Stormwater General Permit from Department of Ecology will be required if grading and clearing ofthe site exceeds one acre. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention PEn (SWPPP) is required for this site.

TRANSPORTATION/STREET
1. The current transportation impact fee rate is $1,430.72 per single family house. The transportation impact fee islevied at the time of building permit application and payment of the transportation impact fee is due at the time ofissuance of the building permit. Credit will be given to the existing home.
2. LED Street lighting meeting City of Renton Standards is reqt.iited.
3. Paving and trench restoration will comply with the City’s Trench Restoration and Overlay Requirements.4. Road Classifications—Talbot Road South is a Collector Arterial; S 32id P1 is a residential access street.

Existing right-of-way width is approximately 60 feet for Taihot Rd S and approx. 44 feet on S 32 P1• Per RMC 4-6-060J for ‘Shared Driveways’ at least one of the four lets being accessed must front public right-of-way; the proposed development does not meet all of the code requirements for a shared driveway type ofaccess.
5. Access to the proposed development from Talbot Road South (2-lane Collector Arterial) along the existing drivewaylies within regulated slope areas (>15% and > 25%) per the City of Renton’s Sensitive Areas map. Slopes in excess of15% are typically not accessible by the City Renton’s Fire Department Vehicles.
6. The preliminary plat plan sheets show access to the proposed development to be off of S 32 Pt (WinsperDevelopment) via Tracts G and H. These tracts are aporoximately 2-1 feet in width and are to have two (2) 10-footwide paved lanes with vertical curb and gutter. City of Renton has a comment also concerning the constructability ofthese accesses. Due to the slope of the site, both accesses will require retaining walls to be constructed along theireastern sides. The eastern most access has a slope in excess of 15% and requires a minimum of 1.5 ft. of clear zonebetween the back of the curb and the face of the retaining wall. The construction of the retaining walls proposed forboth accesses will require temporary construction easements to be obtained from the adjoining property owners.However, the temporary construction easements may not he feasible due to the close proximity of other privateexisting structures to the area needed for construction of the walls.

7. The current layout does not include access to the storm water f.3dilities. Access to the storm water tract is necessaryin order to maintain the vault.

Ran: May 11, 2015
Page 2 of 5



ADVISORY NOTES TO APPLICANT LUA14-001040

Engineering Review Comments
— Vicki Grover 425-430-7291 1 vgrover@rentonwa.govGENERAL COMMENTS

1. This project will comply with all undergrounding requirements.
2. All construction utility permits for drainage and street improvements will require separate plan submittals. All utilityplans shall conform to the Renton Drafting Standards. A licensed Civil Engineer shall prepare the civil plans.3. Separate permit and fees will be required for the water meter installation, side sewer connection, and storm waterconnection.
Water service, sewer stub, and a drainage flow control BMP is required to be provided to each new lot prior to recordingof the plat.

______________________________________________

Fire Review - Building Comments Corey Thomas 1425-430-7024 1 cthomasrentonwa.govRecommendations: Environmental Impact Comments:
1. The fire impact fees are applicable at the rate of $4/9.2g per single family unit. This fee is paid prior to recording theplat. Credit will be granted for existing home that is to be removed.

Code Related Comments:
1. The fire flow requirement for a single family home is 1,000 gpm minimum for dwellings up to 3,600 square feet(including garage and basements). If the dwelling exceeds 3,600 square tet, a minimum of 1,500 gpm fire flowwould be required. A minimum of one fire hydrant is required within 300 feet of the proposed buildings and twohydrants if the fire flow goes up to 1,500 gpm. Existing fire hydrants can he counted toward the requirements aslong as they meet current code including 5 inch storz fittings,
2. Fire department apparatus access roadways are required to he a minimum of 20 feet wide fully paved, with 25 feetinside and 45 feet outside turning radius. Fire access roadways shall he constructed to support a 30 ton vehicle with322 psi point loading. Approved apparatus turnarouncis are required for dead end toads exceeding 150 feet. Deadend streets exceeding 500 feet require all homes to be provided with an approved fire sprinkler system. Dead endstreets exceeding 700 feet ate not allowed without approved secondary access roadways being provided. Conditionof approval of this proposed plat due to existing steep grades on ‘xisting access roadways and proposed dead endstreets is to have all proposed homes be equipped with approved residential lire sprinkler systems.3. Access roadways shall not exceed 15 percent maximum grade. Anges of approach and departure shall meet firedepartment_requirements.

_________ ____________________________________

Planning Review Comments
- (lark Close J 425-430-7229 cclose@rentonwa.govRecommendations:

1. RMC section 44 030.C.2 limits haul hours between eight thirty (3:30) am. and three thirty (3:30) p.m., Mondaythrough Friday unless otherwise approved in advance by the Develnl.ment Srvices Division.2. New single family construction activities shall be restricted to the hours hPIWpefl seven o’clock (7:00) a.m. and eighto’clock (8:00) p.m., Monday through Friday. Work on S3turdays is by petniisslon only. No work is permitted on Sundays.3. Within thirty (30) days of completion of grading work, the applicant shall hydroseed or plants appropriate groundcover over any portion of the site that is graded or cleared of vegetation and where no further construction work willoccur within ninety (90) days. Alternative measures such as mulch, sodding, or plastic covering as specified in thecurrent King County Surface Water Management Design Manual as adopted by the City of Renton may be proposedbetween the dates of November 1st and March 31st of each year. The Development Services Division’s approval of this

Ran: May 11, 2015
Page 3 of 5



ADVISORY NOTES TO APPLICANT LUA14-O0 1040
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[york is required prior to final inspection and approval of the permit.

Technical Services Comments Bob Mac Onie425-430-7369 bmaconie@refltonwa.govRecommendations: Preliminary Plat: Bob Mac Onie 09/18/2011
Note the City of Renton land use action number and land record number, WAit 001040 and LND 10 0515, respectively,on the final plat submittal. The type size used for the land record number should be smaller than that used for the landuse action number. Please note that the land use action number provided will change when this subdivision changesfrom preliminary to final plat status.
Show two ties to the City of Renton Survey Control Network. The geometry will he checked by the city when the tieshave been provided.
Ties can be made but explicit reference to another survey with such ties and two monuments common to the subjectsubdivision.
Provide sufficient information to determine how the pInt boundary was established.
Indicate what has been, or is to be, set at the corners of the proposed lots.
Note discrepancies between bearings and distances of record and those measured or calculated, if any.The lot addresses will be provided by the city at final pInt submittal. Note said addresses and the Street name on the platdrawing.
Do note encroachments.
Do not include a utility provider’s block, an owner’s block, an engineer/surveyor block and an architect block.Do not include.any references to use, density or zoning on the final submittal. Please note the Site Data on sheet 1 of 3block is not necessary and conflicts with the Easement Notes block immediately below.
If the abutting properties are platted, note the lot numbers and plat name on the drawing otherwise note them as‘Unplatted’. Do not show the TPNs.
Remove the building setback lines from the proposed lots. Setbacks wi he determined at the time that building permitsare issued.
Note the research resources on the plat submittal.
Note all easements, covenants and agreements of record on the pInt drawing.
The City of Renton “APPROVALS” blocks for the City of Renton Administrator, Public Works Department, the Mayor, CityClerk and the Finance Director.
A pertinent approval block is also needed for the King County Assessor’s Office. Provide signature lines as requited.If there is a Restrictive Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions document for ths pInt, then reference the same on the platdrawing and provide a space for the recording number thereof.
Note that if there are restrictive covenants, agreements or easements to nthors (neighboring property owners, etc.) aspart of this subdivision, they can be recorded concurrently with the pInt. The pInt drawings and the associateddocument(s) are to be given to the
Project Manager as a package. The plat document will be recorded first (with King County). The recording number(s) forthe associated document(s) (said documents recorded concurrently with, but wing the plat) need to be referencedon the plat drawings.
There needs to be a Purpose Statement for each of the tracts created, including ownership and maintenanceresponsibilities.
Please discuss with the Stormwater Utility any other language and/or instrument requirements regarding surface waterBMPs and other rights and responsibilities.
Include a Dedication block. All vested owner(s) of the subject pInt, at the time of recording, need to sign the final plat.For the street dedication process, include a current title report noting the vested property owner.

Ran: May 11, 2015
Page 4 of 5
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Community Services Comments
- Leslie Betiach I 425-430-6619 IbetIach@rentonwa.yJ

Valley Vue Preliminary Plat Comments: 08/25/2014
Parks impact fee per Ordinance 5670 applies. Bicycle lanes per adopted Trails and Bicycle Master Plan ‘Talbot Road

1uth Bicycle Lanes,” Sheet 148 shall be incorporated as parr of project.

Ran: May 11, 2015 PageS of 5



Denis Law
Mayor

August 25, 2014

Rory Dees
RAD Hoidings, LLC
1040 W. Lake Sammamish Pkwy SE
Bellevue, WA. 9800$

The Planning Division of the City of Rentoñ has determined that the subject application
is comp!ete according to submittal requirements and, therefore, is accepted for review.

It is tentatively scheduled for consideration by the Environmental Review’ Committee on
September 15, 2014. Prior to that. review, you will be notified if any additional
information is requited to continu.e processing your. application.

In addition, this matter is tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing on October 7, 2014
at 12:00 pm, Council Chambers,.Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way,
Rentdn. The applicant or representative(s) of the applicant are required to be present at

,the public hearing. A.copy of the staff report will be mailed to you prior to the scheduled.
hearing. . . . .

cc: RAD Holdings / Owner(s) -

- Jon Nelson, Land Development Advisors! Contact

EXHIBIT 27
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Department of Community and Economic Development
C,E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Subject: Notice of Complete Application
Valley Vue Preliminary Plat, LUA14-001040, ECF, PP

DearMr. Dees:

Please contact me at (425)430-7289 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Cloe ,..

Associate Planner

Rentoh City H 8057 . rentonwa.gov



August 25, 2014 Department of Community and Economic Development
CE Chip Vincent,Administratot

Nancy Rawis
Department of Transportation
Renton School District
420 Park Avenue N
Renton, WA 98055

Subject Valley Vue Preliminary Plat
LUA14-00104o, ECF, PP

-. . The City of Renton’s Department of Community and Economic DevelopmentfCED) has received
• an application for a Preliminary Plat located at 3106 Taibbt Rd. 5. Please see the endosed Notice

ofApplication for further details

In order to process this application, CED needs to know which Renton schools would be
attended by children living in residences at the location indicated above Please fill in the
appropriate schools on the list below and return this letter to my attention, City of Renton, CED,
Planning Division, 1055 South Grady Way, Renton, Washington 98057 or fax to (425) 430 7300,
by September 8, 2014

Elementary School talbot hill elementary

Middle School Dimmitt Middle School
High SchooL Renton High SchooJ

Will the schools you have indicated be able to handle the impact of the additional students
estimated to come from the proposed development? Yes X No________

Any Comments

Thank you for providing this Important information If you have any questions regarding this
project, please contact me at (425) 430-7289

Sincerely,

Clark H Close
Associate Planner

Enclosure

Renton City Hail. 105
EXHIBIT 28

rentonwa.gov



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY -
- Cvof

AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT I ,1

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE REPORT

ERC MEETING DATE: May 18, 2015 Entire Document
. Available Upon RequestProject Name: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

Project Number: LUA14-001040, ECF, PP. MOD

Project Manager: Clark H. Close, Associate Planner

Owners/Applicant: Rory Dees, Rad Holdings, LLC, 1040 W. Lake Sammamish PKWY SE, Bellevue, WA
9$008

Contact: Jon Nelson, Land Development Advisors, LLC, 12865 SE 47th PL, Bellevue, WA
98006

Project Location: 3106 and 3112 Talbot Road 5, Renton, WA 98055

Project Summary: The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review and Preliminary Plat
approval for a 9-lot subdivision. The 2.3acre site is located within the
Residential-8 dwelling units per net acre (du/ac) zoning classification. There are
two single family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South) located on this
parcel that gain access to the site from Talbot Road South and are part of the
Black River Basin.

The single family house located at 3106 is connected to city water and sewer and
would remain and be incorporated into the subdivision as Lot 9, while the house
located at 3112 is on a septic system and would be demolished. Together the
nine (9) residential lots (8 new + the remaining single family house) would result
in a density of 4.23 du/ac. Residential lot sizes range from 4,502 sf to 18,169 sf
with an average lot size of 7,954 sf. In addition to the 9 residential lots, four (4)
tracts are proposed for access roads, sensitive areas, and stormwater detention.
The eight (8) new residential lots would be served from Winsper Division No. 1
Subdivision (Tract G and Tract H) via two dedicated ingress/egress easement
areas of 24 feet in width through the development on S 32nd Place. There are
142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is proposing to retain 27
original trees. A detention vault in the westerly portion of the site is proposed
within Tract D which would discharge into the existing conveyance system on the
east side of Talbot Road.

The applicant has submitted a Critical Areas Report, Preliminary Technical
Information Report, and a Geotechnical Engineering Report with the application.
The site contains a Category 2 wetland in the far eastern portion of the site. No
impacts to critical areas onsite are proposed and existing slopes on the site
average roughly 6%.

Site Area: 99,994 SF (2.3 acres)

STAFF Staff Recommends that the Environmental Review Committee issue a
RECOMMENDATION: Determination of Non-Significance - Mitigated (DNS-M).

ERC Report 14-001040

EXHIBIT 29



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUMTY
AND ECONOMiC DEVELOPMENT 1LLJI

ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

- MITIGATED (DNS-M)

PROJECT NUMBER: LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

APPLICANT: Rory Dees, Rad Holdings, tIC, 1040 W. Lake Sammamish PKWY SE,

Bellevue, WA 98008

PROJECT NAME: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review and Preliminary Plat approval for a 9-lot subdivision. The

23-acre site is located within the Residential-8 dwelling units per net acre (du/ac) zoning classification. There

are two single family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South) located on this parcel that gain access to

the site from Talbot Road South and are part of the Black Rivet Basin.

The single family house located at 3106 is connected to city water and sewer and would remain and be

incorporated into the subdivision as Lot 9, while the house located at 3112 is on a septic system and would be

demolished. Together the nine t9) residential lots (8 new + the remaining single family house) would result in a

density of 4.23 du/ac. Residential lot sizes range from 4,502 sf to 18,169 sf with an average lot size of 7,954 sf. In

addition to the 9 residential lots, four (4) tracts are proposed for access roads, sensitive areas, and stormwater

detention. The eight (8) new residential lots would be 5erved from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G

and Tract H) via two dedicated ingress/egress easement areas of 24 feet in width through the development on S

32nd Place. There are 142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is proposing to retain 27 original trees.

A detention vault in the westerly portion of the site is proposed within Tract D which would discharge into the

existing conveyance system on the east side ofTalbot Road.

The applicant has submitted a Critical Areas Report, Preliminary Technical Information Report, and a

Geotechnical Engineering Report with the application. The site contains a Category 2 wetland in the far eastern

portion of the site. No impacts to critical areas onsite are proposed and existing slopes on the site average

roughly 6%.

PROJECT LOCATION:

LEAD AGENCY: City of Renton
Environmental Review Committee

Department of Community & Economic Development

The City of Renton Environmental Review Committee has determined that it does not have a probable significant

adverse impact on the environment. An Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) is not required under RCW

43.21C.030(2)(c). Conditions were imposed as mitigation measures by the Environmental Review Committee under

their authority of Section 4-9-070D Renton Municipal Code. These conditions are necessary to mitigate environmental

impacts identified during the environmental review process. Because other agencies of jurisdiction may be Involved, the

lead agency will not act on this proposal for fourteen t14) days.

Appeals of the environmental determination must be filed in writing on or before 5:00 p.m. on June 5, 2015. Appeals

must be filed in writing together with the required fee with: Hearing Examiner, City of Renton, 1055 South Grady Way,

Renton, WA 98057. Appeals to the Examiner are governed by RMC 4-8-110 and more information may be obtained

from the Renton City Clerk’s Office, (425) 430-6510,

PUBLICATION DATE: MAY 22, 2015

DATE OF DECISION: MAY 18. 2015
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SIGNATURES:
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________

Gregg Zithryrrflaft Administrator / Mark Peersor’ Administrator
Public Works Department ate Fire & Emergency Services a e

i . Ii

__________ ____

Terry Higashlyama, Administrator C.E. “Chip” Vincent, Administrator
Community Services Department Date Department of Community & Date

Economic Development



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT t

DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE-MITIGATED (DNSM)
MITIGATION MEASURES AND ADVISORY NOTES

PROJECT NUMBER: LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

APPLICANT: Rory Dees, Rad Holdings, LLC, 1040 W. Lake Sammamish
PKWY SE, Bellevue, WA 98008

PROJ ECT NAME: Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review
and Preliminary Plat approval for a 9-lot subdivision. The 2.3-acre site is located within the
Residential-B dwelling units per net acre (du/ac) zoning classification. There are two single
family residences (3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South) located on this parcel that gain access to
the site from Talbot Road South and are part of the Black River Basin.

The single family house located at 3106 is connected to city water and sewer and would remain
and be incorporated into the subdivision as Lot 9, while the house located at 3112 is on a septic
system and would be demolished. Together the nine (9) residential lots (8 new + the remaining
single family house) would result in a density of 4.23 du/ac. Residential lot sizes range from
4,502 sf to 18,169 sf with an average lot size of 7,954 sf. In addition to the 9 residential lots,
four (4) tracts are proposed for access roads, sensitive areas, and stormwater detention. The
eight (8) new residential lots would be served from Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G
and Tract H) via two dedicated ingress/egress easement areas of 24 feet in width through the
development on S 32nd Place. There are 142 significant trees on the site and the applicant is
proposing to retain 27 original trees. A detention vault in the westerly portion of the site is
proposed within Tract D which would discharge into the existing conveyance system on the east
side of Talbot Road.

The applicant has submitted a Critical Areas Report, Preliminary Technical Information Report,
and a Geotechnical Engineering Report with the application. The site contains a Category 2
wetland in the far eastern portion of the site. No impacts to critical areas onsite are proposed
and existing slopes on the site average roughly 6%.

PROJECT LOCATION: 3106 and 3112 Talbot RoadS, Renton, WA 98055

LEAD AGENCY: The City of Renton
Department of Community & Economic Development
Planning Division



MITIGATION MEASURES:

1. Project construction shall be required to comply with the recommendations found in
the Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc. dated May
27, 2014 or an updated report submitted at a later date.

2. The applicant shall plant all trees that are within the 50-foot standard wetland buffet by
hand and without heavy machinery. To the greatest extent feasible, these trees should
be planted in areas where invasive species are present. A tree planting plan shall be
provided to the Current Planning Project Manager for review and approval prior to
construction permit issuance.

3. The applicant shall provide a minimum 12- to 15-foot wide utility access easement to
the stormwater tract (Tract D) for maintenance and operation of the utility. The
easement shall be recorded and documentation provided to the City prior to approval
the issuance of the construction permit application.

4. The applicant shall provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division No.
1 Subdivision tracts (Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private
driveway stand of the Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060K). The private access toads
shall meet the minimum necessary to provide for safe and effective access for the
existing residents, proposed residents, and fire and emergency vehicles.

ADVISORY NOTES:

The following notes are supplemental information provided in conjunction with the
administrative land use action, Because these notes are provided as information only, they ate
not subject to the appeal process for the land use actions.

Engneenng Review Comments Vicki Grover I 425430 7291 I vgrover@rentonwa gov
Recommendations: I have reviewed the application for Valley Vue Preliminary Plat and have the following
comments:
EXISTING CONDITIONS
WATER The site is located in the Talbot Hill 350 hydraulic water pressure zone. There is an existing 8 inch water
main in S. 32nd Place and there are 2 existing inch domestic water meters serving the existing homes.
SEWER There is an 8 inch sewer main in S. 32 Place (Winsper) and an 8 inch sewer main located near the
northwest of the site.
STORM There are drainage improvements in S. 32nd Place.

CODE REQUIREMENTS
Water
1. Need to show the existing water service for 3106 Talbot Road South.
2. System development fee for water is based on the size of the new domestic water meterfs) that will serve
each new lot. Fee for a 1 inch water meter install is $2,809.00. Credit will be giving to the existing home.
3. Fee for a 1 inch water meter installed by the City is $3,770.00.
4. New hydrants shall be installed pet Renton’s fire department standards to provide the required coverage of all
lots.
5. A separate domestic water service meter will be required for each lot with a minimum size of 1 inch along with
requited backflow prevention assembly.
6. This project is subject to water special assessment district no. 8406 depending on fire flow demand. For a lire
flow demand of 1,500 gpm or less, the special assessment is $0.034/sq ft of property, plus $16.00/front foot along
the property frontage on Talbot Rd S. -

ERC Mitigation Measures and AdvisQry Notes Page 2 of 6



Engineering Review Comments Vicki Graver 1 425-430-7291 vgrover@rentonwa.gov
Sewer
1. Need to show the existing side sewer connection for 3106 Talbot Road South.
2. System development fee for sewer is based on the size of the new domestic water(s) that will serve each new
lot. Sewer fee for a % inch water or 1 inch meter install is $1,812.00.
3. Existing septic system(s) will be required to be abandoned in accordance with King County Department of
Health.

SURFACE WATER
1. A drainage plan and drainage report dated, December, 2013 was submitted by LDA (Land Development
Advisors). The report complies with the 2009 King County Surface Water Manual and the City of Renton
Amendments to the KCSWM, Chapters 1 and 2. All core requirements and special requirements are included in the
report. This site falls within the Flow Control Duration Standard, Forested Conditions.

• The Basin Map Figure 3.1 — Please revise the areas to match the Preliminary Plat Map areas. Account for
both drainage basins in the tables and on the figure.
• Please discuss the existing house to the west that will remain as part of the development. Will the existing
culverts be maintained through construction? Where does the runoff currently go? Where does the roof
drainage go? Etc Show on drawing.

The westerly portion of the access road that comes off of Talbot Road South by passes the proposed
treatment facility (wet pond) near the existing house needs to be addressed. Please review Page 1 66 1.2.8.2.D
in the City of Renton’s Amendments to the King County Surface Water Design Manual.
• Please summarize the dimensions and volume for each of the detention and the water quality
components of the vault.
• Include backwater analysis for the conveyance system in your final TIR submittal.

A declaration of covenant will be required for the storm water facilities.
• Pave roadway off of Talbot Road South at 12 ft. in width for access to the storm water tract.

2. A geotechnical report for the site dated May 27, 2014 was submitted by Geotech Consultants Inc. Information
on the water table and soil permeability, with recommendations regarding foundation footing drains and
waterproofing, retaining walls, slabs on grade, excavations and slopes and pavement areas. Infiltration of storm
runoff is not recommended. Please update the report to address the proposed storm water vault not a storm
water detention pond.
3. Surface Water System Development fee is $1,120 per new lot, This is payable prior to issuance of the
construction permit. Credit will be given for one existing home.

EROSION CONTROL
1. An Erosion Control Plan is to be submitted with the civil plans. Erosion Control shall be installed and
monitored in accordance with Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the KCSWM.
2. A Construction Stormwater General Permit from Department of Ecology will be required if grading and
clearing of the site exceeds one acre. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for this site.

TRANSPORTATION/STREET
. The current transportation impact fee rate is $1,430.72 per single family house. The transportation impact fee

is levied at the time of building permit application and payment of the transportation impact fee is due at the time
of issuance of the building permit. Credit will be given to the existing home.
2. LED Street lighting meeting City of Renton Standards is requited.
3. Paving and trench restoration will comply with the City’s Trench Restoration and Overlay Requirements.
4, Road Classifications — Talbot Road South is a Collector Arterial; S 32d P1 is a residential access street.

• Existing right-of-way width is approximately 60 feet for Talbot Rd S and approx. 44 feet on S 32 P1.
• Per RMC 4-6-O6DJ for ‘Shared Driveways’ at least one of the four lots being accessed must front public
right-of-way; the proposed development does not meet all of the code requirements for a shared driveway
type of access.
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Engineering Review Comments Vicki Grover 425-430-7291 vgrover@rentonWa.gov
5. Access to the proposed development from Talbot Road South (2-lane Collector Arterial) along the existing
driveway lies within regulated slope areas (>15% and > 25%) per the City of Renton’s Sensitive Areas map. Slopes
in excess of 15% are typically not accessible by the City Renton’s Fire Department Vehicles.
6. The preliminary plat plan sheets show access to the proposed development to be off of S 32d Fl (Winsper
Development) via Tracts G and H. These tracts are approximately 24 feet in width and are to have two (2) 10-foot
wide paved lanes with vertical curb and gutter. City of Renton has a comment also concerning the constructability
of these accesses. Due to the slope of the site, both accesses will require retaining walls to be constructed along
their eastern sides. The eastern most access has a slope in excess of 15% and requires a minimum of 1.5 ft. of clear
zone between the back of the curb and the face of the retaining wall. The construction of the retaining walls
proposed for both accesses will require temporary construction easements to be obtained from the adjoining
property owners. However, the temporary construction easements may not be feasible due to the close proximity
of other private existing structures to the area needed for construction of the walls.
7. The current layout does not include access to the storm water facilities. Access to the storm water tract is
necessary in order to maintain the vault.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. This project will comply with all undergrounding requirements.
2. All construction utility permits for drainage and street improvements will require separate plan submittals, All
utility plans shall conform to the Renton Drafting Standards. A licensed Civil Engineer shall prepare the civil plans.
3. Separate permit and fees will be required for the water meter installation, side sewer connection, and storm
water connection.
4. Water service, sewer stub, and a drainage flow control BMP is required to be provided to each new lot prior to
recording of the plat. —

Fire Review - Building Comments Corey Thomas I 425 430 7024 J cthomas@rentonwa gov
Recommendations: Environmental Impact Comments:
1. The fire impact fees are applicable at the rate of $479.28 pet single family unit. This fee is paid prior to
recording the plat. Credit will be granted for existing home that is to be removed.

Code Related Comments:
1. The fire flow requirement for a single family home is 1,000 gpm minimum for dwellings up to 3,600 square
feet (including garage and basements). If the dwelling exceeds 3,600 square feet, a minimum of 1,500 gpm fire
flow would be requited. A minimum of one fire hydrant is required within 300 feet of the proposed buildings and
two hydrants if the fire flow goes up to 1,500 gpm. Existing fire hydrants can be counted toward the requirements
as long as they meet current code including 5 inch storz fittings.
2. Fire department apparatus access roadways are required to be a minimum of 20 feet wide fully paved, with 25
feet inside and 45 feet outside turning radius. Fire access roadways shall be constructed to support a 30 ton
vehicle with 322 psi point loading. Approved apparatus turnarounds are required for dead end roads exceeding
150 feet. Dead end streets exceeding 500 feet require all homes to be provided with an approved fire sprinkler
system, Dead end streets exceeding 700 feet are not allowed without approved secondary access roadways being
provided. Condition of approval of this proposed plat due to existing steep grades on existing access roadways and
proposed dead end streets is to have all proposed homes be equipped with approved residential fire sprinkler
systems.
3. Access roadways shall not exceed 15 percent maximum grade. Angles of approach and departure shall meet
fire department requirements.

ERC Mitigation Measures and Advisory Notes Page 4 of 6



Plannrng Review Comments - Clark Close 425 430 7289 I cclose@rentonwa gov
Recommendations:
1, RMC section 4 4 030.C.2 limits haul hours between eight thirty (8:30) a.m. and three thirty (3:30) p.m.,
Monday through Friday unless otherwise approved in advance by the Development Services Division.
2. New single family construction activities shall be restricted to the hours between seven o’clock (7:00) a.m. and
eight o’clock (8:00) p.m., Monday through Friday. Work on Saturdays is by permission only. No work is permitted
on Sundays.
3. Within thirty (30) days of completion of grading work, the applicant shall hydroseed or plants appropriate
ground cover over any portion of the site that is graded or cleared of vegetation and where no further construction
work will occur within ninety (90) days. Alternative measures such as mulch, sodding, or plastic covering as
specified in the current King County Surface Water Management Design Manual as adopted by the City of Renton
may be proposed between the dates of November 1st and March 31st of each year. The Development Services
Division’s approval of this work is required prior to final inspection and approval of the permit.

Technical Services Comments Bob Mac Onie 425-430-7369 bmaconie@rentonwa.gov
Recommendations: Preliminary Plat: 8ob Mac Onie 09/18/2014
Note the City of Renton land use action number and land record number, LUA14 001040 and LND 10 0515,
respectively, on the final plat submittal. The type size used for the land record number should be smaller than that
used for the land use action number. Please note that the land use action number provided will change when this
subdivision changes from preliminary to final plat status.
Show two ties to the City of Renton Survey Control Network. The geometry will be checked by the city when the
ties have been provided.
Ties can be made but explicit reference to another survey with such ties and two monuments common to the
subject subdivision.
Provide sufficient information to determine how the plat boundary was established.
Indicate what has been, or is to be, set at the corners of the proposed lots.
Note discrepancies between beatings and distances of record and those measured or calculated, if any.
The lot addresses will be provided by the city at final plat submittal. Note said addresses and the street name on
the plat drawing.
Do note encroachments.
Do not include a utility provider’s block, an owner’s block, an engineer/surveyor block and an architect block.
Do not include any references to use, density or zoning on the final submittal, Please note the Site Data on sheet 1
of 3 block is not necessary and conflicts with the Easement Notes block immediately below.
If the abutting properties are platted, note the lot numbers and plat name on the drawing otherwise note them as
‘Unplatted’. Do not show the TPNs,
Remove the building setback lines from the proposed lots. Setbacks will be determined at the time that building
permits are issued.
Note the research resources on the plat submittal.
Note all easements, covenants and agreements of record on the plat drawing.
The City of Renton “APPROVALS” blocks for the City of Renton Administrator, Public Works Department, the
Mayor, City Clerk and the Finance Director.
A pertinent approval block is also needed for the King County Assessor’s Office. Provide signature lines as required.
If there is a Restrictive Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions document for this plat, then reference the same on
the plat drawing and provide a space for the recording number thereof.
Note that if there are restrictive covenants, agreements or easements to others (neighboring property owners,
etc.) as part of this subdivision, they can be recorded concurrently with the plat. The plat drawings and the
associated document(s) are to be given to the
Project Manager as a package. The plat document will be recorded first (with King County). The recording
number(s) for the associated document(s) (said documents recorded concurrently with, but following the plat)
need to be referenced on the plat drawings.
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Technical Services Comments Bob Mac Onie 425430 7369 j bmaconie@rentonwa g
There needs to be a Purpose Statement for each of the tracts created, including ownership and maintenance
responsibilities.
Please discuss with the Stormwater Utility any other language and/or instrument requirements regarding surface
water BMPs and other rights and responsibilities.
Include a Dedication block. All vested owner(s) of the subject plat, at the time of recording, need to sign the final
plat. For the Street_dedication process, include a current title report noting the vested property owner.

________

Community Services Comments Leslie Betlach 425-430-6619 lbetlach@rentonwa.gov
Valley Vue Preliminary Plat Comments: 08/25/2014
Parks impact fee per Ordinance 5670 applies. Bicycle lanes per adopted Trails and Bicycle Master Plan “Talbot Road
South Bicycle Lanes.’ Sheet 143 shall be incorporated as part of project.
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Community & Economic Development Department
October 1, 2014 CE.Chip’Vincent, Administrator

Rory Dees
RAD Holdings, LLC
1040 W. Lake Sammamish Pkwy SE
Bellevue, WA 92008

SUBJECT: On Hold Notice
Valley Vue Preliminary Plat, LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Dear Mr. Dees:

he Planning Division of the City of Renton accepted the above master application for
review on August 25, 2014. During our review, staff has determined that additional
information is necessary in order to proceed further.

The request for a modification from the private street standard requirements, identified
in RMC 4-6060i, will likely not be supported by the City of Renton based on the public
comments received and the proximity of the roads to existing residential development.
The existing access easements do not meet the required 26 foot width, and therefore
would not be compliant with Renton Municipal Code without an approved modification.
Please note that all final decisions on the preliminary plat are made by the City’s Hearing
Examiner with a recommendation from Staff.

Based on the above statement, the following information will need to be submitted so
that we may continue the review of the above subject application:

A plat plan that is compliant with the shared driveways standard of the Renton
Municipal Code (RMC) 4-6-060K, as this would fit within the existing access
easement width of 24 feet and would not repuire the approval of a modification.

RMC 4-6-060K, Shared Driveways — When Permitted:
A shared private driveway may be permitted for access up to a maximum of
four (4) lots. Up to three (3) of the lots may use the driveway as prim an,’ access
for emergencies. The remainder of the lots must have physicalfronrage along a
street for primary and emergency access and shall only be allowed vehicular
access from the shared private driveway. The private access easement shall be
a minimum of sixteen feet (16) in width, with a maximum of twelve feet (12)
paved driveway. Minimum turnaround requirements for emergency access to
lots can befoLmdin subsection Hof this Section. (Ord. 5517,12-14-2009)
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• A revised Street profile or “Access Road Section” to reflect a reduction n the
road pavement that is compliant with Renton Municipal Code fRMC) 4-6-060K.
Proposed solutions that address public safety, welfare, aesthetics, and screeningS
are encouraged as part of the street profile design and resubmittal process.
Please note that staff will continue to address public comment during the course
of the review, in order to mitigate the associated impacts between a new shared
driveway and the existing homes.

• Alternatively, you may submit a plot plaii that is compliant with the City of
Renton’s complete Street standard limited residential access road from Talbot
Road South. The City’s complete street standard for a limited residential access
road is 1$ feet of pavement, with an 8-foot planting strip, 5-foot sidewalk and
LED Street lighting along both sides of the road inside the plat. The street section
will be a 45-foot right-of-way. (See RMC 4-6-060 for more information.) If you
choose to develop the site with a public road, please work with City staff to
identity all required submittal items.

At this time, your project has been placed “on hold” pending receipt of the requested
information. Please contact me at (425) 430-7289 if you have any questions.

Since rely1

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

cc: RAD Ho’dings 1 Owner)
ion NeI5cn, Land Deveopment Advisors / Contact
Dalen; Gastinecu; Jaeb; Kiminki; Klaas; Klaas Schultz; Murphy; Perteet; Smith Charity; Smith; Webb; J&M
Management; Victoria Park HOA / Party(ies) of Record
File LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD



Rory Dees
1040 W. Lake Sammamish Pkwy SE
Bellevue, WA 9800$
206 715-4559 RECEIVED
April 15, 2015 APR 1 2O1

Cl rkH Cl CITYOFRENTONose
PLANNING DUISIONAssociate Planner

1055 South Grady Way
Renton, WA 98057

RE: Continuation with the Plat submittal for 3112 Talbot Road S. or Valley Vue Plat
LUA4-001040

Dear Clark,

Currently, a proposed nine lot subdivision for the property addressed at 3112 Talbot
Road S., Renton--APN 12-000280 has been placed on an “on-hold” status. Respectfully,
I wish to continue with the submitted master preliminary plat application as presented
on August 25, 2014.

Thank you for your assistant and continued cooperation with this project.

Yours,

Rory Dees
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April 27, 2015 Community & Economic Development Department
C.E.”Chip’Vincent, Administrator

Rory Dees
RAD Holdings, LLC
1040 W. Cake Sammamish Pkwy SE

gellevue, WA 93008

SUBJECT: “Off Hold” Notice

Valley Vue Preliminary Plat, CUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Dear Mr. Dees:

Thank you for submitting a request for continuation letter for the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat at

3112 Talbot Road S, Renton, Washington. Your project has been taken off hold and the City will

continue our review of the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat as originally submitted and accepted for

review on August 25, 2014 (NOA attached).

It is tentatively scheduled for consideration by the Environmental Review Committee on May

18, 2015. Prior to that review, you will be notified if any additional information is required to

continue processing your application.

In addition, this matter is tentatively scheduled for a Public Hearing on June 23, 2015 at 11:00

am, Council Chambers, Seventh Floor, Renton City Hall, 1055 South Grady Way, Renton. The

applicant or representative(s) of the applicant are required to be present at the public hearing.

A copy of the staff report will be mailed to you prior to the scheduled hearing.

Please contact me at (425) 430-7289 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

Original Notice of Application (N0A) — Dated August 25, 2014

cc: RAD Holdings I Owner(s)

ion Nelson, Land Development Advisors / Contact

Party(ies) of Record
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Rory Dees
6252 167 Avenue SE
Bellevue, WA 98006
206 715-4559

January 23, 2013

Chip Vincent
CED Administrator
1055 South Grady Way
Renton, WA 98057

RE: Modification request for 3112 Talbot Road S. or Dees Plat

Dear Mr. Vincent,

Currently a proposed nine lot subdivision, (eleven if the wetland and storm tracts are counted) for the
property addressed at 3112 Talbot Road S., Renton APN 12-000280. The proposed preliminary Dees plat
has two recorded easements on the adjacent subdivision that is controlled by Winspur HOA. The
easements state their purposes clearly as to provide access, egress, and utility easement for the parcel
no. 28, which is cited by number. These easements will allow access to eight lots along two private
roads. Discussions with the Renton Development Services Staff occurred over two in-office meetings
regarding the proposed layout and acceptability of the lot density given the annexed conditions of the
parcel from King County. Moreover, the steeper grade and 12 feet of currently provided access off of
Talbot Road is not even remotely feasible within the constraints of Rentont codes. These easements are
24 feet wide and were created in King County, and annexed into Renton irrespective of the Renton
codes. Renton’s code cites 26 feet for private road widths, allowing 20 feet paved surface for fire
department access and 6 feet for utilities. Given the proximity to the adjacent houses and their side-yard
setbacks limits, there is no additional area for adding space. I am requesting modification to allow
access, egress, and utility easement with the provided 24 feet wide easements to create the private
roads into this subdivision.

Additionally, streetlights were suggested for the two private access roads that enter off of S. 32nd Place.
The inclusion of these lights will be invasive and annoying to the existing houses as they will introduce
light into the rear of the houses’ backyards. This would expose the homeowner to street lighting sources
at the front and rear of their homes. The distance through the easements to the end of the private roads
will be 175 feet, and adequate lighting exists from the present two streetlights located on the near
corners of S. 32nd Place and the created private roads. Currently, there is one street light incorrectly
placed in the easement areal I would like a determination that street light additions will not be required
for this plat.

As a point of information, the attached site map/lot configuration is approximate and will require some lot
line adjustments for sensitive area buffer determinations and storm detention pond requirements on the
west end of the parcel near the westerly retained house. The house on the easterly side of the property
will be removed.

Thank you for your considerations of these modifications. I will also be forwarding this to you as an
email.

Yours,

Rory Dees
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March 1 2013
Department of Community and Economic Development

CE’Chip”Vincent,Administrator
Rory Dees
6252 167 Avenue SE
Bellevue, WA 98006

Subject: Street Modification Request— 3106 & 3112 Talbot Road South
Dees Pre-Application File, Pre-12-000280

Dear Mr. Dees,

Background. We have reviewed your request to modify street width requirements for a proposed plat
that you are contemplating on a 2.3-acre property addressed as 3106 and 3112 Talbot Road South
(APN302305902$) also known as Tax Lot 28 of Winsper. The property is presently accessed from Talbot
Road South, via an existing driveway easement. This driveway slopes steeply from east to west, and
could not be used to access the number of lots you are contemplating. There are, however, two existing
24-foot wide tracts (Tract G and H) in the abutting residential plat to the south, Winsper Division 1.
These tracts are indicated on the recorded plat as being for future ingress, egress, and utilities only to
Tax Lot 28, owned and maintained by Winsper Community Organization until deeded to Tax Lot No. 28
at no cost when King County approves development of Tax Lot 28, which requires the use of Tract G or
H.

You have requested a modification from City of Renton standards in order to utilize Tract G and Tract H
for access to the parcel of land that you are considering subdividing. Your proposal as we understand it
would be to utilize the 24-foot wide access easements tTract 6 and H) to serve up to 4 residential lots
from Tract G and another four lots from Tract H. This would be a reduction of 2 feet from the private
street width standard specified in Renton Municipal Code.

Process. Because the overall proposal requires a public process, in this case a plat (10 or more lots,
tracts or parcels) the Hearing Examiner is the final decision maker, and therefore the modification
request cannot be processed at this time. We can only give an indication of the recommendation staff
would provide to the Hearing Examiner as part ot the public hearing. rhis recommendation is

preliminary, because a formal application has not yet been submitted, nor have staff conducted a
thorough analysis or received comments from interested parties, or the Winsper Home Owners
Association. Our recommendation is subject to change as there has not been a public comment period.
If the proposal is revised to be a short plat (9 or fewer lots, tracts or parcels), then a final
recommendation regarding the modification will be provided to the Community and Economic
Development Administrator for a final decision.

Regarding street lights, this is an item that would need to be granted via a waiver or deferral, and that
process cannot commence until a plat application is filed with the City.

The decision criteria for a modification of standards to be applied at the time of subdivision review
follows:
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Ror’ Dees

March 1, 2013

Page 2

o. Substantially implements the policy direction of the policies and objectives of the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element and the Community Design Element and the proposed
modification is the minimum adjustment necessary to implement these policies and objectives;
b. Will meet the objectives and safety, function, appearance, environmental protection and
maintainability intended by the Code requirements, based upon sound engineering judgment;
c. Will not be injurious to other property(ies) in the vicinity;
U. Conforms to the intent and purpose of the Code;
e. Con be shown to be just i:fled and requiredfor the use and situation intended; and

f Will not create adverse impacts to other property(ies) in the vicinity.

The criteria for a waiver of street improvements follows:
Reasonable justiflaotian shall include but not be limited to the following:

a. Required street improvements will alter an existing wetlands or stream, or have a negative
impact an a shoreline’s area.

b. Existing steep topography would make required street improvements infeasible.
c. Required street improvements would have a negative impact on other properties, such as
restricting available access.

U. There are no similar improvements in the vicinity and there is little likelihood that the
improvements will be needed or required in the next ten (10) years.
e. In no case shall a waiver be granted unless it is shown that there will be no detrimental effect
an the public health, safety or welfare if the improvements are not installed, and that the
improvements are not needed for current or future development.

Recommendation. Based on the materials provided, at this time, and without the benefit of a public
process, it appears that the request to reduce the private street standard to allow for a width of 24 feet
could be supported by staff. However, this recommendation is subject to change based on the results of
analysis, and comments received during the land use application process.

The fee which accompanied your request for modification is not required at this time and it will be
refunded. Please contact Gerald Wasser, Associate Planner at 425-430-7382 if you have any questions
regarding this letter.

Since rely,

Jennifer Henning, AICP
Current Planning Manager

cc: Chip Vincent, CEO Administrator
Neil Watts, Development Services Director
Kayren Kittrick, Plan Review Supervisor
Jan lIlian, Plan Reviewer
Gerald Wasser, Associate Planner
Brian Hughes, Coidwell Banker Bain



Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Department of Community& Economic Development May 8, 2015

1055 South Grady Way

Renton Wa 98057-3232

Dear Clark,

Thank you for informing the Winsper Community about the continuance on the Valley Vue Project. It is

distressing that the developer wants to proceed even though the project is not compliant with a number of the

current Renton Municipal Codes. Such disregard is without consideration to the people residing in the Winsper

Community, does not promote the ideology of a “good neighbor’ nor adheres to the City of Renton Design

Goals.
The City Goals (Amended 9119111) were set in attempt to “raise the aesthetic quality of the City and ensure that

a high quality life is maintained as Renton evolves”.

These goals specifically state:

Policy CD-16: Project design, including location of access and dimensions of yards and setbacks, should

address privacy and quality of life on existing improved portions of sites. Rear and side yard setbacks should be

maintained and not reduced to facilitate increased density.

Policy CD-17: Setbacks and other development standards should not be reduced on newly platted lots through

modification or variance to facilitate increased density.

Policy CD-45: Interpret development standards to support new plats and infill project designs that address

privacy and quality of life for existing residents.

Furthermore, there are some significant concerns with the parcel that have not been adequately addressed in

the proposal process or in previous correspondence with the city including:

• The survey submitted is not signed by a registered land surveyor. An ALTA survey should be done to

identify any encroachments. There are many topographical features that will make the construction of

the two access roads very tight, if not impossible without encroaching onto the existing developed

properties, especially the proposed easterly access.

• The plan does not include any lights. An existing streetlight on the easterly access road will be removed.

There is not a plan to replace this safety light or add additional street lighting, a needed element of

safety.

• The environmental documentation does not include the height of the buffer walls and how will they be

constructed. Safety features to protect vehicles, pedestrians, and adjacent housing is also not

addressed.
• The parcel is in an area where extensive underground mining took place. Yet, the submitted

environmental documentation did not include a discussion of this. Past mining activity may impact the

future homeowners with related hazards of the primary coal mining (the presence of improperly sealed

openings, venting gasses, ground collapse, regional subsidence of the ground).

• There is no mention of this project establishing a HOA to provide for maintenance of the private roads

and drainage systems. If there is not an HOA, the Winsper Community has no assurance that this

development will not become a blighted code enforcement issue.

• Construction would cause heavy equipment, trucks, and building materials to be moved through the

Winsper neighborhood bringing noise and dust, the plan calls for working MF plus Saturday. We

request that the development NOT occur on the weekends. We would like to preserve our weekends

for family and a sense of well-being.

The Project plan is riddled with short comings, and inconsiderate of existing residents. The proposed roads are

as close as five feet of the foundation along at least two of the homes adjacent to the access easements, with

no room for setbacks, sidewalks or lighting. This is a bad idea. Please reject any variances to this parcLauJ

enforce the development code standardrTankiyou. .‘

- Ii
(
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May 21, 2015 Corn munity & Economic Development Department
C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Winsper Community HOA
3125 Wells Ave S
Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LEUER

LUA14-001040, ECF, PP

Dear Winsper Community HOA:

Thank you for your comments received May 13, 2015 related to the Valley Vue
Preliminary Plat wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Your
letter will be added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official and
you have been added as a party of record. The City of Renton has received an
abundance of public feedback from property owners within the Winsper Division I Plat.
The primary concern identified through letters and emails have been vehicle access
through the two 24-foot wide access tracts (Tract G and Tract H) and the associated
safety concerns from new vehicle traffic generated as a result of the proposed land
development. To date, the public comments have been directed to the Attorney
General1 Mayor, Chief Administrative Officer, Fire Chief, CED Director, Planners, and
Plan Review, all of which have been included in the official land use file for review and
consideration by the decision maker (Hearing Examiner).

As a point of clarification, the City of Renton follows the subdivision process that is
governed in Washington State by chapter 58.17 RCW and regulated by Renton
Municipal Code fRMC) 4-7-080 RMC. Under the RMC 4-9-250, the applicant has the right
to request a modification from the Code and the applicant has the right to request the
City process a subdivision application subject to RCW 58.17.

The applicant, RAD Holdings LLC, maintains the right to develop property based on the
ordinances existing at the time of the application. It is the charge of the City to balance
the public comments with the applicant’s rights by making consistent and rational land
use recommendations and decisions.

As part of the preliminary plat application, the applicant has made application for
Preliminary Plat, Environmental Review, and a request to modify street width
requirements in order to access eight (8) proposed lots via the 24-foot wide access
easements through Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G and H) in order to serve
four (4) new residential lots from each tract. This would be a reduction of two feet (2’)
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from the private street width standard specified in Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-
0601.2).

As part of the City’s preliminary review, it has been determined that the submitted
preliminary plat provides no alternatives to meeting the street standards of the Renton
Municipal Code if the request to modify street width requirements were to be denied.
Based on the lack of sufficient width within the tracts, the proximity of the existing
homes to the proposed new roadway, the direct correlation between the number of
homes and the number of trips anticipated to utilize the proposed access easement, and
the impact on existing homes that would lack a sufficient setback distance from the
private street. At this time, staff has determined that the construction of a private street
through a substandard access easement would result in a detriment to public safety as it
pertains to the existing constructed homes at 618, 624, 652, and 700 S 32nd P1 and any
future vehicles that may utilize the proposed private street. City staff will make a
recommendation on part of the staff report to the Hearing Examiner (the decision
maker) that fully evaluates the public safety issues at the public hearing on July 14,
2015. However, the Hearing Examiner will make the final decision on this project.

A Public hearing has been scheduled for July 14, 2015 before the Renton Hearing
Examiner in Renton Council Chambers at 12:30 pm on the 7th floor of Renton City Hall
located at 1055 South Grady Way. The Hearing Examiner will hold the public hearing on
the preliminary plat and either approve, approve with conditions or deny the
preliminary plat. It is the duty of the Hearing Examiner to assure conformance with the
general purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, adopted standards, and to consider the
public comments via written and oral testimony. City staff encourages you to attend the
public hearing as this is your only opportunity to speak directly with the project decision
maker.

Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please
contact Clark Close at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,
I ,,

--- \
- ‘.J .———-—-...,. _.-—-

CE. ‘Chip Vincent
CED Administrator

cc: fle WA14-OO1O4O PP, EcF
Dnis aw, City of Rcnto Mayor

Jetnfe Henning, Planning Director
Steve Lee, Develooment Engineering Manager
Vanessa Dolbee, Current Planning Manager
Clark Close, Associate Planner



Clark Close

From: Mary Klaas-Schultz <mklaasschultz@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:41 AM
To: Clark Close
Cc: Jennifer T. Henning
Subject: Valley Vue Concerns

I object to the Valley Vue plan (LUA 14-001040) as proposed because it does not meet the Standard Codes
adopted by the City of Renton. It appears as though nothing has changed since the proposal was put on hold
and the developer was asked to revise it. I understand that sometimes the Codes can offer a little variance to
get a project developed, but think that this proposal is asking for to many adjustments at the expense of the
surrounding community. Each time a waiver is granted it minimizes the value of having Standard Codes and
Regulations and sends the message that the rules can be negotiated.

As proposed, it seems that the Valley Vue project would require the following adjustments to use the access
routes proposed;

Private Streets:

o Width should be 26feet, not 24 (please note that we have had the distance between survey
stakes measured and Tract B is 21’ll”, and Tract C is 19’3”
o Street-Side yard setback should be l5feetfrom each house, clearly not enough room.
o Fire Turn around for streets longer than 150 feet, turnarounds are at the end of a street, not
the top. This is a basic safety element.
o Requirement of new houses to abut a public right-of-way, none of the new proposed houses
abut a public street.

In addition, I’m concerned with the proposed density with the known water and drainage issues on this
parcel. This parcel has a significant slope, and drops close to 5ofeetfrom the wetlands towards
Talbot. Increased impervious surfaces will increase the water runoff issue andflooding potential.

I do not object to the parcel being developed, but would like it to be developed with a plan that makes sense
given the constraints of the parcel. It should also be developed within the boundaries of the standard codes
that are in place to ensure the integrity of developments and the safety of the community.

Mary Klaas Schultz
618 S 32 Place
Renton, WA., 98055
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May 17, 2015

Clark H. Close (Associate Planner)
CED Planning Division
1055 South Grady Way
Renton, WA. 98057

Clark,

I object to the Valley Vue plan (LUA 14-001040) as proposed because it does not meet the Standard
Codes adopted by the City of Renton. It appears as though nothing has changed since the proposal was
put on hold and the developer was asked to revise it. I understand that sometimes the Codes can offer a
little variance to get a project developed, but think that this proposal is asking for to many adjustments
at the expense of the surrounding community. Each time a waiver is granted it minimizes the value of
having Standard Codes and Regulations and sends the message that the rules can be negotiated.

As proposed, it seems that the Valley Vue project would require the following adjustments to use the
access routes proposed;

Private Streets:

Width should be 26 feet, not 24 (please note that we have had the distance between
survey stakes measured and Tract B is 21’ll”, and Tract C is 19’3”

o Street-Side yard setback should be Isfeetfrom each house, clearly not enough room.
o Fire Turn around for streets longer than 150 feet, turnaraunds are at the end of a street,

not the top. This is a basic safety element.

o Requirement of new houses to abut a public right-of-way, none of the new proposed
houses abut a public street.

In addition, I’m concerned with the proposed density with the known water and drainage issues on this
parcel. This parcel has a significant slope, and drops close to Sofeetfrom the wetlands towards Talbot.
Increased impervious surfaces will increase the water runoff issue and flooding potential.

I do not object to the parcel being developed, but would like it to be developed with a plan that makes
sense given the constraints of the parcel. It should also be developed within the boundaries of the
standard codes that ore in place to ensure the integrity of developments and the safety of the
community. I • /
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6185 32 Place ( /
Renton, WA. 9805 (
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June 8, 2015 Community & Economic Development Department
C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Mary Klaas Schultz
6185 32 p1
Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LEUER

LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOD

Dear Mary:

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated May 17,

2015 wherein you raised concerns regarding the proposed project. Your letter will be

added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official.

A Public hearing has been scheduled for July 14, 2015 before the Renton Hearing

Examiner in Renton Council Chambers at 12:30 pm on the 7th floor of Renton City Hall

located at 1055 South Grady Way. The Hearing Examiner will hold the public hearing on

the preliminary plat and either approve, approve with conditions or deny the

preliminary plat. It is the duty of the Hearing Examiner to assure conformance with the

general purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, adopted standards, and to consider the

public comments via written and oral testimony. City staff encourages you to attend the

public hearing as this is your only opportunity to speak directly with the project decision

maker.

Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please

contact Clark Close at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,

j4

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

cc File LUA14-001040, EcF, PP, MOD
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Sharon Gangwish
700 5. 32nd P1
Renton, WA 98055 ( 1 3

(111 y RNTO
May 12, 2015 pLANNING D\)SON

Clark Close
Department of Community and Economic Development
1055 South Grady Way
Renton, WA 98057

Dear Mr. Close

This letter concerns the proposed Valley Vue (Lua 14-001040) project. My house is directly east of a

proposed access road for this development.

I want to be sure that the City of Renton is aware of the actual measurements concerning the easement

as they vary from the distances listed (or missing) on the maps sent to me by the developer.

• The map shows the easement as 24 feet wide (east / west). When measured from the property

line nails placed in the curbs 25 years ago, this distance is 19’ 2 34” wide. The proposed road is

20’ without any retaining walls, landscaping, etc..

• The measurement from the side of my house, across the easement to the side of my neighbor’s

house, is 32’ 2” between the houses at the narrowest. If the developer of Valley Vue utilizes 24’

for his road, it would be as close as 4’ from our houses and on our property.

• The cross slope of this easement drops 4’ 8” in under 20’ from east to west. This would require

an extensive retaining wall closer than 4’ from my home’s foundation. There would also need to

be a plan for drainage as there have been issues in the past concerning rain runoff from the hill

above my house.

A 20’ road, retaining wall and landscaping cannot fit on an easement that measures 19’ 2 14”. My fear is

that a road will be constructed based on the map and not on the actual measurements. If this occurs

there is no apology that would repair the damage done to my home and property. I appreciate your

consideration of these concerns and urge that this access road be denied.

Thank you,

Sharon Gangwis
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May 27, 2015 Community & Economic Development Department
C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Sharon Gangwish
700 S. 32nd p

Renton, WA 98055

SUBJECT: VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER

LUA14-001040, ECF, P1’, MOD

Dear Sharon Gangwish:

Thank you for your comments related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat; dated May 12, 2015

wherein you raised concerns regarding the width of the access tracts (Tract G & H) proposed to

be used by the project. Your letter/email will be added to the public record for consideration by

the reviewing official and you have been added as a party of record.

As a point of clarification, the City has yet to make a decision on the proposal. The applicant,

RAD Holdings LLC, has only made appiication for Preliminary Plat and Environmental Review for

the subject development and a decision has yet to be made. You received a notice soliciting

public comment and these comments are used to help City staff complete a comprehensive

review which will continue over the coming month(s).

The applicant is requesting a street modification, from the private street requirements found in

Renton Municipal Code fRMC 4-6-060J.2) in order to allow access and utilization of the existing

24-foot private access tracts (Tract G and Tract H; APN 948575-0570) that were recorded in

March 1989 under Winsper Division I Subdivision for future ingress, egress and utilities to Tax

Lot No. 28 (the “Valley Vue” parcel). The modification from the twenty six foot (26) easement

for private streets is being requested as a result of the two foot (2’) deficit, from current Renton

Municipal Code, found within Tracts G and H. The modification request for the private streets

included a minimum pavement width of twenty feet (20’). Please note that the City does not

have a professional surveyor on staff, nor is City in the business of conducting professional land

surveys on private property. It is the City’s position that the recorded Winsper Division 1 Final

Plat, as certified by Mr. Scott Macintosh, is correct, The City will consider any additional survey

information that is stamped or signed by a registered land surveyor.

The vehicular traffic generated as a result of the proposed land development exceeds the

number of lots able to be served given the lack of a 26-foot wide easement, lack of at least two

(2) lots abutting a public right-of-way, and insufficient side yard setbacks along a private street

as it pertains to the existing structures. Therefore, staff has determined that the construction of

a private street through a substandard access easement would result in a detriment to public

safety as it pertains to the existing constructed homes at 618, 624, 652, and 700 S 32nd P1 and

any future vehicles that may utilize the proposed private street. City staff will make a

recommendation on part of the staff report to the Hearing Examiner (the decision maker) that

EXHIBIT 41
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fully evaluates the public safety issues at the public hearing on July 14, 2015. However, the

Hearing Examiner will make the final decision on this project.

A Determination of Non-Significance Mitigated (DNS-M) was issued by the Environmental

Review Committee (ERC) on May 18, 2015 with four (4) mitigation measures:

1. Project construction shall be required to comply with the recommendations found in

the Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Geotech Consultants, Inc. dated May

27, 2014 or an updated report submitted at a later date.
2. The applicant shall plant all trees that are within the 50-foot standard wetland buffer by

hand and without heavy machinery. To the greatest extent feasible, these trees should

be planted in areas where invasive species are present. A tree planting plan shall be

provided to the Current Planning Project Manager for review and approval prior to

construction permit issuance.
3. The applicant shall provide a minimum 12 to 15-foot wide utility access easement to the

stormwater tract (Tract 0) for maintenance and operation of the utility. The easement

shall be recorded and documentation provided to the City prior to approval the issuance

of the construction permit application.
4. The applicant shall provide a shared driveway through the existing Winsper Division No.

1 Subdivision tracts (Tracts G and H) that are consistent with the shared private

driveway stand of the Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-6-060K). The private access roads

shall meet the minimum necessary to provide for safe and effective access for the

existing residents, proposed residents, and fire and emergency vehicles.

A Public hearing has been scheduled for July 14, 2015 before the Renton Hearing Examiner in

Renton Council Chambers at 12:30 pm on the 7th floor of Renton City Hall located at 1055 South

Grady Way. The Hearing Examiner will hold the public hearing on the preliminary plat and either

approve, approve with conditions or deny the preliminary plat. It is the duty of the Hearing

Examiner to assure conformance with the general purposes of the Comprehensive Plan,

adopted standards, and to consider the public comments via written and oral testimony. City

staff encourages you to attend the public hearing as this is your only opportunity to speak

directly with the project decision maker.

Thank you for interest in this project and if you have any further questions please contact Clark

Close at 425-430-7289 or cclose@rentonwa.gov, Thank you.

Sincerely,

Clark H. Close
Associate Planner

Topographic 8oundry Survey

cc: File LUA14O01O4O, EcF, PP



Department of Community
& Economic Development
1055 South Grady Way MA’Y 1 4 Z015
Renton Wa 98057-3232
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Dear Mr. Close,

Thank you for notifying the Winsper Community of the recent status change of the Valley Vue (LIlA 14-

001040] project. I have reviewed the “ON HOLD” notice sent to the developer, by the City of Renton, on

January
3, 2015 and I am distressed that NONE of the requirements put forth by the City have been met. In fact

the project plan has not been modified at all and still does not meet multiple Renton Municipal

Codes. These include:

1) Required width of easement: 26 ft. (City Code 4-6-060 J.2)
2) Street-Side yard Setback: 15 ft. from each house to a new street
3) Fire Turn around (at the end of a new road] for streets longer than 150 ft. (a basic safety element]

4] Requirement for houses to abut a public right-of-way, none of the new proposed house abuts a public

street.
5] Required buffer zone for a Category 2 Wetland: 10 Oft.

City codes are in place to protect the public, and have been properly vetted before becoming law. Why

would the city even consider a project that doesn’t follow the law? Any variance to these Codes

compromises safety and sends a message to the public that the Codes can be broken when

convenient. This is not what Renton is all about!

Furthermore, our engineers have located the survey nails in the concrete curb at each of the two
easements and have measured the actual distance between them. We note that the distance between the

survey nails at the proposed eastern easement is only 19ft.- 2 inches, and the western easement is 21ft.-

11 inches. This detail is missing in the topographic-boundary survey submitted by the developer. Why

would we even consider putting in a 20ft wide road requiring a retainer wall (at least 18 additional

inches] in this space? It is a waste of valuable staff resources.

The law also states that there needs to be 15 ft. between an existing home and a new street along the

side yard. However, please take note, that this proposed plan puts the road as close as 4 ft. from an
existing home! Compounding this safety issue, there are no sidewalks, essentially no barrier between

the proposed roads and two of the existing homes, no lighting, and no plans for drainage along the

access roads. Additionally, we noticed that the survey information is not stamped/signed by a
registered land surveyor. Perhaps that is why key elements are missing from the report. An ALTA

survey would be appropriate to identify any encroachments.

Upon further research, we also discovered that the buffer zone depicted on the project narrative (and on
the public notice board], for the Category 2 wetland is only 50ft. However, Ordinance 5633 indicates the
required buffer is lOOft.

I emphatically object to this plan, and hope the City rejects this project until a plan is developed that

makes sense given the constraints of the parcel. A new plan would need to be within the boundaries of

the standard codes that are in place to ensure the integrity of developments and the safety of the
community.

Vir$inia Klaas MD
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Mayor

City of
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Community & Economic Development Department

May 27, 2015 C.E.”Chip”Vincent, Administrator

Virginia Klaas Entire Document

Renton, WA 98055
Available Upon Request

SUBiECT VALLEY VUE PRELIMINARY RAT COMMENT RESPONSE LETTER

LUA14-001040, ECF, PP, MOO

Dear Virginia Klaas:

Thank you for your comments received May 14, 2015 related to the Valley Vue Preliminary Plat

wherein you raised some additional concerns regarding the proposed project. Your letter will be

added to the public record for consideration by the reviewing official and you have been added

as a party of record.

Your concerns were as follows:

1. Required width of easement: 26ft. (City Code 4-6-060i.2)

Staff Comment: As part of the preliminary plat application, the applicant has made

application for Preliminary Plat, Environmental Review, and a request to modify street

width requirements in order to access eight (8) proposed lots via the 24-foot wide

access easements through Winsper Division No. 1 Subdivision (Tract G and H) in order to

serve four (4) new residential lets from each tract. This would be a reduction of two feet

(2’) from the private street width standard specified in Renton Municipal Code (RMC 4-

6-060J.2). Private streets are allowed for access to six (6) or fewer lots, provided at least

two (2) of the six (6) lots abut a public right-of-way. Private streets are only permitted if

a public street is not anticipated to be necessary for existing or future traffic and/or

pedestrian circulation through the subdivision or to serve adjacent property. No

sidewalks are required for private streets; however drainage improvements are

required, as well as an approved pavement thickness (minimum of four inches (4”)

asphalt over six inches (6”) crushed rock). The maximum grade for the private street

shall not exceed fifteen percent (15%) at maximum grade, and angles of approach and

departure shall meet fire department requirements. The land area, included in private

street easements, shall not be included in the required minimum lot area for purposes

of subdivision.

The submitted preliminary plat provides no alternatives to meeting the street standard5

of the Renton Municipal Code if the request to modify street width requirements were

to he denied. The applicant would be required to account for construction

transportation impacts that would result as part of the plat construction process and

any measures that would be implemented to minimize traffic impacts. The lack of

sufficient width within the tracts and the proximity of the existing homes to the

proposed new roadway create a safety hazard, as the access roads would have no

Renton City Hal 057 . rentonwa.gov
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